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■ ASSISTINIS HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL' ' 
' • . ■ PROGRAMS If^re6iwUNITY COLLEGES ' ' ' ' 

/Aided by increased federal legislation, , handicapped citizens are 
becoming more assertive and are seeking more active social roles. One 
is the role of the student. Due to this trend, thC numbers of handi- 
capped NuJults seekirfg education will expand significantly (Shworles, 
1977). Another trend, "normalization", is a movement to assist the- 
handicapped persons to function in the mainstream of society by- • 
increasing their ability to cope, and changing t^e perception of society 
toward the ^landicapped : "Normalization'^ also means assisting the 
handicapped person to function in educational programs available to ^ 
the nonhandicapped (Ph^illips^, Carmel and Renzuljio, 1977). These 
trends have created pressures on educators to .provide handicapped 
•adults with the vocational skjlls that.will assist them in becoming 
independent members of society. 

.In response to these pressures, a study was conducted which* 
.attempted to answer the following reseafrch questions : 

1. What are the barriers within the schooll setting (other, than 
architectural) that keephandicapped students*from'entering 
or from completing vocational training in community colleges? 
2/ How severe are the barriers? 

3. What are the tasks necess-ary for remdving^he barriers? 

4. Which recommendations can be considered'ilipst feasible to' 
* implement? ■ ' 

5. How do the ratings of feasibility for r&nbving barriers, by - 



"experts" compare to the ratings by "consufners" or handicapped • 
students? ^ 
6. What .is the ^criteria for successfully completing a community 

college vocational program by a handicapped student? 
The primary goal of the 3tudy was to identify the barriers which 
prohibited handicapped students from entering or completing vocational 
programs, and to identify the critical tasks necessary to' overcome 
these barriers. Information resulting from this study has been used 
to develop this handbook which should assist community college teachers, 
counselors and. administrators, as wel] as agencies such as the T^xas 
Education Agency, the Texas Rehabilitation Commission, and the Commission 
for the Blind in implementing . programs or services to help handicapped" 
students successfully complete v'ocational vtraining programs at the 
connmunity college level. - ' ^ 

Summary of i^:udy " ^ 

The purpose of the study, and the' procedures and analysis of the 
data are summarized in the following paragraphs. . s . • ^ 

Purpose 

. 'The primary purpose of this study was to identify the barriers -v^liich 
prohibited handicapped students from entering or completing vocational 
technical programs in community colleges in Texas. Recommendations 
regarding ^he 'removal of these barriers were also identified by'^artici- 
pants of t^ie study, and finally the critical tasks necessary* to over- > 
xome these- b^riers were ^identified. , ' 



Procedures a,nd Analysis af Data^ - \ ' . < 

The principal research technique was a policy focus [;^fphi study 
• in which informed judgments wer§ soli<:ited from experienced -special ists 
or "experts". Initial, participants included members^of a 19 member 
steering conomittee who aljo provided input at various decision points 
in the stu'dy. The steering coimittee nominated fifty-three" additional 
sp^ialists, each associated in some manner wUh community colleges 
in Texas. These participants included handicapped students, teachers 
' and i^istructors, teacher trainers, administratpcs in agencies ywhich . 
serve the handicapped, counselors, administratdrs'ih community colleges 
agency consultants, persons engaged in 'transportation of the handi- 
capped, a member of the college coordinating board, a cliniqal psychol- 
ogist, d, research psychologist, *a public school administrator, and a 
vocational adjustment coordinator. , . ' 

Few related research studies ^.were found in the course of a litera- 
ture review. ^ However, as a result of contacting each state department 
of education in th6 United States and its territories^ eleven research 
reports ^ eleven reports of relatied pro^^ts were -received and re- . 
viewed for the stud>. Most r'&ports jwere as recent as 1977 or 1978, ' 
which indicated that research and- projects were probably responding 
to recent legislation for the handicapped. \^ ' 

The Round One questionnaire requesting identification of b^arri'ers 
was mailed to the particpants. In addition, seven criteria which had 

•been identified by the* steering committee as the criteria for success- 

X ■ . - 

fully completing vocational technical programs by handicapped students 



selection. Partl^pants' selections are presented in Table I. Also 
included was a request for identifying information regarding employment 
role, handicapping condition, if any, and the participant's knowledge 
of and relationship to handicapped students. Participants submitted 
402 barriers which were ;then combined and condensed into 1S(8 barriers 
to be presented in Round Two'. ^ 

In the' Round Two questionnaire the participants were requested to 
ratfe the severity of the barriers on a scale of one through four, and 
make recommendations for removing the barriers ra^ecl very severe and 
moderately severe. / ' ' 

Eleven barriers rated most severe by 60 participants were analyzed 
according to the participant's employment role. Participants in all 
ppsitions found, the barriers to be more sev^ere than the handicapped^ 
students^ and the persons ^engaged in transporting the handicapped. 

From ah analysis of the participant's' handicapping condition 
(orthopedic, deaf/hearing impaired, sight Mmp^iired, respiratory,, blind 
and no handicapping condition), it was found that 70% of the orthpped- 
ideally handicapped participants considered only one barrier to be 
Ceyere: "Lack of know^ledge of what students can do resulting in oega- 
tive attitudes toward 'tf^ limitations of the handicapped students." 

The relative frequency (percent) of how the participants rated 
the barriers and the mean scores were presented to tht particpants in 
Round Three. They were asked to examine t^H^frequency ratings of the 
barriers, mark any m'^an score they thought was too high or too low, ^ 
and explain why^ they disagreed with the score. 



TABLE I 

CRITERrA FOR SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF VOCATIONAt TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 



Numbers of Participants 
Criteria , ' Selecting. Criterion* 



Acquisition of sufficient job \ 48 
' skills to become successfully 
employed 

Acqui'Sition of sufficient skills 39 
to live a productive self-suffi-^ 
cient life ^ 

Acquisition of sufficient skills > 38 

to compete ih the world of work ^ 
with non-disabled individuals 
with similar training 

Sufficient acquisition^'.of skills 33 

to meet personal, individual 

goals 

Certification in the technical 30 

area for which -tlie:student is 

trained 

Successful employme/lt to the 29 
maximum potential of the per- 
son's earning power 

CompletijMj of an associate 17 
degree 

Other C ri teria 

^ Acquisi tioi^ of interpersonal rela- 1 
tionships with employers and em- 
ployees 

Maintaining employment in the re- " .1 
lated field of training 



N = 67 

* ^^rticipants could select more than one criterion 



Barriers and recommendations for removing tYiose barriers were 
analyzed during the second .part of the study. Each participant was 
asked to rate the feasibility of implementing the recommendatio^ on a 
scale of one through five. The questionnaire was also distributed to 
consumers (handicapped vocational technical students in communilly 
colleges) selected by T^xas Rehabilitation Counselors. Throifgh 
Wilks* Lambda Test of Significance the participants* answers were- 
compared to the students' answers, ^and findings were that in all but 
five of 351 recommendations there were no significant differences 
between the groups. Four of the five differences v(pre found in the 
section, "Barriers Within the' Handicapped Person, Their Families and 
Other Advocates." The students believed the recqmmendations were 
more feasible than the participants. ^ . 

Barriers,' recommer3clati|Dns for removing the barriers, ratings^ 
of both the severity of the barriers and of the fea'sibi 1 ity of 
recommendations for removing barriers and comments regarding the^ * " 
•barriers, are presented in the table in the appendix. Each of the 
198 barriers is listed under the following three large classifications, 
and subclassif ications. 

Barriers Within the Helping System • 

Legislation * 
Planning and Preparation 
Attitudes of Community College Personnel 
Attitudes of Non-Disabled Students ^ ^ 

Preservice and Inservice Education ^ ^ 

•Prevocational Training ' ^ 
^ Vocational Instructional Programs and^^Services^ v 
Vocational Materials and Equipment 
Research ' 
Counseling, Placement and Followup 
Student Accdunting System 

Lack of Financial Resources , ' 



Barriers Within the Society 

Lack of Knowledge About the Helping System 
Attitudinal Barriers ^ 
Inadequate Leadership 
Media Barriers 
Transportation 
Employment Barriers 
Architectural^ Barriers Off Campus 
Competing Demands ^ - ^ 

Barriers Within the Handicapped Persqn, Thijir Families at 
Other Advocates ^ 

Handicapped Persons: Physical/Mental/Emotional Problems 
Handicapped Persons: Lack of KnbwUd^et^ - ^; 
Handicapped Persons: Beh^ioral vB^iPjrie^^ . . ^ X 
Negative Attitudes and Feelings,' / " 
Family Members 6 : - - i^l'.^ -^^'^ 

Barriers Within Advocates for Handicapped Persons 

Recommendation^ for removal of barriers are listed'under each 
related barrier.. Numbers of recommendations under each barrier vary 
from no recomnendations to as many as five recommendations. 

Sixty respondents rated the severity of barriers. These are 
presented by percentages in the second column of the table. 

' The participants also rated the feasibility of implementing 
recormendatiqns, as' indicated by percentages of the third column. 
The numbers of respondents who rated each item is beside the percentage 
figure. Each participant rated one-third of the recommendations for 
the removal of barriers. v ^ 

The comme^l^^ the respondents -registering disagreement with 
.the ratings of severity of the barriers are summarized in the last 
two columns of the table. Respondents often limited comments to 
"too low" or "too high". The figures in parenthesis represent the 
number of respondents who disagreed -on the ratings. Although comments 



were of interest, it appeared that the number of comments and dis- 

— ' < 

agreerpents with ratings were not of sufficient number of magnitude 
to change the ratings of severity. 

.Through a content analysis of the recomnendations which had^ 
evolved from 198 barriers, 29 tasks were identified which might 
result in policy formation or might be implemented by community college 
agencies, or advocates for the handicapped. Ratings of desirability, 
feasibility and cost effectiveness of implementing the tasks were 
derived and verified by the steering committee. The 29 tasks and 
ratings formed the basis for conclusions which have been drawn from 
this study (Table II). Fourteen of the 29 tasks which correlate 
with 18 barriers identified by a majority (66%) of the participants 
as being most severe provided the data base for the recommendations 
derived from this study. 

Conclusions 

Since all of the findings obtained from the policy focus Delphi 
Rounds were considered results of the study, it is difficult to 
present a detailed summary of the conclusions. However, in addition 
to the identification of the most severe barriers which impede 
successful completion of vocational technical programs at the post-* 
secondary level by handicapped individuals, and recommended tasks to 
remove these barriers, several conclusions can be drawn from the study. 

1. Seven criteria regarding the successful completion 
of. vocational technical programs by the handicapped 
were identified by the steering committee and rated 



by participants. Each 'criterion, considered 

separately, was believed to indicate successful 

\ - 

completion of aerogram. The criterion selected 
by 48 of the 72 participants as the most Indicative 
of successful completion of vocational technical 
programs was "acquisition of sufficient job skills 
to become successfully employed." 
Based, on the data collected, "experts" Who had know- 
ledge of handicapped students in post-secondary 
programs indicated that there were numerous barriers 
which, the handicapped encounter and that these 
barriers are both broad and specific in nature. 
After analyzing responses of participants by employ- 
ment, it was found that handicapped students and the^ 
participants engaged in the transporation of the 
handicapped considered the barriers to be less severe 
than did the other participants of the study, a^nd 
the orthopedical ly handicapped did not find the 
barriers as severe as other participants with other 
disabilities or with no disabilities identified. 
In only five instances, participants and consumers 
rated the feasibility of implementing recommenda- 
tions to remove barriers differently; therefore, 
the populations were considered congruent. 
Based on the results of the literature review and 
the findings of the study, 29 tasks were identified 

„ » 7 ■ 



as those needed to assist handicapped students ip 
entering and completing vocational technical 
programs in. the community colleges in Texas. Al- 
though some of these tasks are currently being 
implemented, and policies have been formulated in 
some areas, the results of the study indicated that 
there' is need to continue to improve and increase 
wbate\^er efforts exist. The identified tasks are 
considered a^tnajor yield of the study and are 
presented in Table II, with a suggested rating of 
desirability, feasibiltiy, and cost effectiveness 
I'or each task. The tasks are in rank order 

accOLrding to the number of recommendations which 

J ■ 

were identified as thpse, supporting the task. 
An analysis of the identified tasks compared to 
barriers which were rated as most severe was 

Fourteen .of £he 29 tasks were found 
to be related to the 18* barriers which were rated 
by' at least 6^ of participants as being very 
severe or moderately severe (Table III). The 18 
-barriers considered most severe are presented in 
Table IV. The 14 tasks which related to these 
barriers are presented in Table V. It is recom- . 
mended that the 14 tasks presented be considered 
as prior^'ty tasks to be implemented since each is 
related to one or more barriers considei;ed most severe 



conducted/ 



11 



idati 



Recommendations for Implementation of the Findings ^ 

• . » * 

^ Local community colleges throughout the State of Texas may 

* , *^ 

utilize the findings of this study to assist handicapped students in 

^ ** • • 

vocational technical programs. It is recommended the cormumty 

college administrators review the 29 tasks to be implemented or 

considered for policy formulation and examine their applicability at 

the -to'tal level with special consideration given to the 14 priority 

tasks which emerged from the study. Each local community college 

should identify tasks to be implemented which are pertinent to their 

institution', and sl^ould^ develop a timetable for implementing t^iej^ 

identified tasks. ^ 

An additional appl ication of the study by instructors, counsel- 

ors and administrators would be that of identifying barriers in local 

programs of vocational tecKnical instruction. It is recommended ^ 

that persons responsible for the education of the handicapped review 

the 198 barriers in the summary table in the appendix^tb determine 

the extent of barriers prohibiting the education of the handicapped 

in vocational technical 'programs in the local community college. 

Finally, the detailed recommendations for removal of barriers listed 

under each barrier in the summary table sHould be reviewed in planning 

successful programs of instruction'^for handicapped students. 
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TABLE I J 



FINAL RATINGS Of DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENtSS' 
OF PERFORMING TASKS TO REMOVE BARRIERS 



Key to. rat inqs ; 

[i#sirabt 1 ity; 

I - ^v<»ry (Jer, I rdblp 

? - dcs i? dl))e 

J , unilos j r-fih I 

1 - very undestrdbje 



Feasibil ity; . 

. 1 - definitely feasible 
2 - possibly feasible • 
1 - possibly unfeasible 
4 - definitely unfeasible 



4ost Ef fecti-veness; 

very gost effective 
? - possibly cost effective 

3 - possibly not cost, effect! 

4 - definitely not cost 

effective 



General Tasks ta be Performed 



1. Provide far Improved and Increased 
counseling services. 

2. Establish inservice p&rograms for 
the vocational technical and aca- 
demic comnunity college personnel. 

3. Secure funding to provide for pro-' 
grams, services, facilities and 
equipment. 

4. Provide resource persons and sup- 
port services to assist Instructors 
and students. 

5. Plan for individual students. 

6. Provide special materials or pro- 
grams to accofimodate handic^ppAJ. 

7. Conduct public education re^ar^ing 
the needs of the handicapped uti- 

1 izing the news media. 

8. Provide individualized instruction 
with planned scope and sequence of 
curriculum and open entry/exit 
points for students. 

9. Conduct research in areas of needs 
assessment, employment* mater ial^s» 
and equipment. 

10 Provide pre-service training and 
teacher preparation in colleges 
and universities. 

n. Coordinate services with employers 
in business and industry. 

1? Obta]>) special or adapted eqi 'ament. 



Mumber of 
Reconmendatlons 
Related to Task 



48 

4? 

26 

24 

24 
22 



16 
' 14 

12 

12 

10 
10 



Rating of 
Desirability 
to Perform 
Task 



Rating of 
Feasibi 1 i ty 
to Perform 
Task , 



1 



1 - 



Psating of Cost 
Effectiveness for 
Performing Tasft 



Tabl^II cant. 










I" . 

GcMral Tasks to be Ptrformd . 


Number of 
RacoMwndatlons 
plated to. Task 


Rating of 
Desirability 
to Perform "* 
task 


Rating of 
Feasibility 
to Perfom 
Task 


Rat1ng,of Cost 
Effectiveness for 
Performing Task 


13. iHprove coopvnlcatlon and coondlna-' 
tlon of strvlcts betMttn vocational 
tefhnlc*1 prograio and agencies. 


10 


1 . 


2 


1 


14. Obtain legislative support. 


9 


) 


"1 


• 1 


15. Enljst iaproVtd and Increased ser- 
vices from the Texas Rehabilitation 
Cof^wission. < . '■ 


' 8 


2 


2 


16. Provide for Increased interaction 
tHjjtwetn handicapped and non-h&i\({1- 
capped students. 


8 


I. 


1 


2 


17. dievelop a oentrallzed syst^ of 
resources. ^ * ' 


7 




1 


2 


18. identi|fy Instructor^' responsibili- 
ties for handicapped students. 


6 


2 


2 


2 


19. Pro^i^e special materials and curri- 


6 


1 

\ 

1 > 


2 


2 ' 


20. De/ nop policies to provide programs 
arv^l assistance for, the handicapped. 


5 


1 


2 


21. O&ftlop administrative planning for 
tl^hand1cappe4. ^ * 




L. T 


2 


2 ' 


22. E^^and and develop programs of voca- 
tfonal education. ^ 


4 


1 


2 


2 


23. Develop career information for the 
handicapped. ; 


4 


1 


1 


1 


24. Articulate coiwunity college voca- 
tional technical programs of instruc- 
tion with public schools. 


4 


1 


1 


1 


25. Solicit assistance from the cowmunity 




C 


0 

c 


, C J 


.< 

26. Teach handicapped students to com- 
imjnicate problems and use resource's 
available. 


3 


2 


2 


1 

i 


^7. Develop a method of accountability. 


. 1 


1 


1 


1 


28. Develop programs for deaf students. 


1 


2 


2 


2 


29. Establish ad\^ocacy groups. 

^ ^. 


1 


2 


2 


2 



" T/teLE III ,. ' ■ ' . ' 

CROSS JABULATION .OF BARRIER-S "RATED VERY SEVERE ANd' HOOERATEir SEVERE 
By 661 OR SORE OF RESPOfJDCNTS BY THE TASX(S) NECESSARY FOR REMOVAL 
OF THE BARRIERS AS IDENTlflED BY TABLE IV 



Barriers (Perceji 



Identified Task to be Implemented (see Table IT 



jOi rarucipants ) / 
(see TaWo IV) 

"r-^-: 1 
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'85 (69.0) 




1 








\ 
















































'■ ' 87 ■ (68.4) 
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132 ' (57.9) 
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' 134 • (66,7) 
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32 (66.1) 
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88 (66^1) 
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82 (66.0) 
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Number of Barriers 
Related -to Each Task 


2 


9 


3 


1 


0 


0 


1 


*0 




5 


1 


0 


1 


1 


0 


1 


1 


'0 


0> 


2 


0 


0 


1 1 


,0 


0 


■0 


0 


0 


,0' 



TABLE IV 
'barriers rated most sevfke by 

66s: OR mRE OF RESPONDENTS 



v^virrler 



l^eVccnt'of 
Participants 
Snlecting 
Barrier - 



Lack of programs to prepare post-sdcondory instructors to teaCh 
the handicapped. * ' . ' ' 

Lark of orientation to receptive expressive language deficiencies 
and the need for specialised language instruction. 
• Lack of cuunr.eling md teaching skills needed to accOrranodate the 
h(»ndicapped student's uhiqueness. 

Lack of general knowledge of the handicapped and handicapping 
conditions. , " 

Lock of fur\ds to provide for special expenses such as special 
equipment. 

Instructors inadequately trained in techniques to assist the 
handicapped student to adapt standard procjdures to meet his ^ 
requiretocnts . 

Inadequate staff preparation and orientation toward working with 
nandicapped students in the area of various letirnirg modalities. 

Lack of knowledge of what students can do resulting in negative 
attitudes toward the Hmitations of the fiandicappe'J student. 

Lack oY realistic counseling and goal setting. . 

Innrequate prevocat ional exploration background information and 

exoosuro to the world of work. 

L.jck of adaptable equipment that will facilitate teaching the 
handicapped. 

Friii>loyors ore? unwilling to accept handicapped persons in their 
employ due to lack of sufficient information regarding handi- 
capping conditions. 

Inadequate orientation of non-handicapped itudfints as to how they 
may better understand and assist handicapped students. 

. Buildings are inaccessible because they arc not barrier free 
(housing for sfUdents). 

*Lack of knowledge of and sensitivity to handicappinq conditions 
'Mn planning, iniplemcnting. and cvalualing instruction and voca- 
tional lea?*ner ontromes. , ^ 
L%^i( of adcqinte evaluation and diagnosis before making career 
decisions. 

Laclc "Of skillr^d intcjrpretcrs for the deaf in all classes in.iludin^ 
vocational te**hnicdl cla'.ses. 

Ah inwi 1 Hngness or. the part of rhe ftcaciemic conmumty at the 
^iimtnistrativc an(i 3oard level to aggressively research the needs 
'of -^e ha{)diCdppf.'(J in their district—low budget priority. 



73.3% 

72. n 

72, Qi 
71. 9% 
71.7% 

71 

71.?%' 

69.0% 
68.4% 

OB.n 

G7.9X 

67. 8X 
66.7% 
€6.1% 

66.1% 
66.0% 
66.0% 



. TABLE V 
PRIORITY TASKS TO IMPJr^ENTED ' 



Tarsk 
Number * 



TasJc^ 



Related 
Barriers 



A 



2 Establish inservice programs for the vocational 
technical ^nd academic community college per- 
sonnel . ^ 

10 Provide p're-service training and teacher prepara- 
tlon^^in colleges and universities. 

Seture funding to provide for programs, services, 
facilities and equipment. 

1 Provide for improved and increased counseling ser- 
vices. " 

20 Develop policies to provide programs and assistance 
for the handicapped. 

»4 Provide resource persons and support services to 
assist Instructors and students. 

7 Conduct public education regarding the capabilities 
and needs of the handicapped-utilizing the' news 
media. 

9 " Conduct research in areas of need assessment, em- 
ployment, materials and equipment. 

11 ^ Coordinate services with employers in business and 
r • . . V' indusl:ry. 

13 Improve communication and coordination of services 
.between vocational technical progr-ams and agencies. 

14 Obtain legislative support. 

16 Provide for increased interaction between handi- 
capped students. 

17 Develop a centralized system of resources. 

23 Develop career information for the handicapped. 



30, 34, 24, 

31 , 27, 15, 

85, 32, 12 

30, 28, 15, 

87, 82 

71, 67, 134 



48; 85, 88 
30, 12 
31 
132 

82 
132 

88 

\ 

34 

23 

67 

87 
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\ APPENDIX 

A SUMMARY OF THE SEVERITY OF BARRIERS FOR THE HANDICAPPED 
AND FEASIBILITY OF RECOhWENDATIONS TO REMOVE BARRlf^S 



A SlWWRy OF M'SEVEIIITr^F BARRI[RS.fOf! THE HANDICAPPED u V / . V ■ * 

'. . A|iO FEASIBILITY OF RECCMNOATIONS TO REMOVE BARRIERS 

In the first colijli.i^irriers.dre listed (exan^le; 1,0) as well as thejecomendations for renipving these barriers (ejampte' Til: ' 

The secomj/collmn repo^t^^«( respondefrvti rated the severity of eac/i bifier; I fiejng very sever*, 2 beinj moderaltly severe. 3 being 
. slightly severe,. not 'severe' Jnd^ 1)0 respon^ (Nj!), The colinn'lnclijdes. the percentages. 

T^ie'third colum re^pts (how feasiiile the respondents judged the reGopmendations to be, I being definitely feasible, /being feasible, 
) being possibly feistble, 4 being 4)05}tbly unfeasible, 5 being defijnitely unfeasible* Each meiiter m randomly assigned to only 1(3" 
of the recoanendations. The column includes the rating scale, "t^jercentages and nunbers of respondents. ' ,^ • 

• _ Thejast two coluws report the Respondents' corments about the severity of barriers. Respondents often limited tfieir coments to "too 
low" or *.loo high". Ndnbers ii parentheses indicate the numbers of respondents. ' . > 



4 

■ ^ BARRIERS' A«D RECOtttENOAHlONj 


SEVERITY Of BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 


F[ASlBILlTy OF IMPLEMNTAHON 


1 4 ^ 

mim REGA'ROING RATING OF SEVERIT* OP BARRIERS 


i 

— , 


'fK • 60) 

i ' 2 3 f|R 


1 ? 3 4 i 


RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 


RATED TOO HlGf(, 
(Nuinbers of Respondents) 


mmh WITHIN The helping system. 






1 




V 








1.0 A general Uck of knowledge in 
the dcddenic connunlty of Sec- 
tion 504 of the jlehdbilltatlon 
Act of 197] 

1.1 Inform via »«rltshops» 

printed wtirlal, aJtaInf- 
. strative policy. 


11.7 3fi,3 11 7 ,8.3 0 


61.5 30.8 7 7 C 0 
N = 13 


1.0 (6) Conmjnity College Personnel 
need wre awareness of this act, 
There is a need to support legisla- 
tion for credible enforcenient. 
Needs t^be wre information and 
attitudlnal change regarding 104. 




. 1.2 Each organt/atton should ^ 
adopt policies to InpU: * 
m\ locally. 


1 

j 


38.5 15,4 30.8 7.'7 7,7 
NM3' 






I.Sieglslatorj should be re- 

questeil to mii wording 
, jess difficult' 




15,4 ?3 1 23,1 38,5 0 
H='13 






1:4 Coflinuntcate and disseilnate 
througfi^news nedlj, 


f 

i 


■ 38,5 23.1 ;5. 4 23,1 0 
'-N ' 13 ' ' 






1.5 Provide orientation semi- 
nars on the' najure and 
effect of Section 504 for 
key administrative Jierson- 

• nel. 

^ 


\ 1 

1 

Ik . ' 

5 


30.,8 69.? 0 0 0 
N= 13 

'\ 

♦ , 




i 

If 






t ' * t 
1 » u • 







ERIC 



'I. 




r^'\^lBlL:i* By IHPLEMENIATION 
BATING BY PERCENTAGE 



4 5 



l^,;2'.3 9.1 27.3 0 
M II , 



IK^ 33'. 3 25.0 0 8.3 
H V 12 

50.0 8.316.7 8.3 
d V 12 

1^.^27. 3«5. 5 0 9.1 



mm REGARDING RATING Of SEVERIT* OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



2,0 (10) SSDI can and does inhibit 
mot'lvation, Benefits could be irod- 
ified to both maintain security and 
promote employment, however, it is 
extreinely difficult to convince 
soflieorie drawing social security that 
would be better off without It. 
Legislation needs to be ameiided to 
create more incentive for people to 
get bacit to work. 



3.0 (9) This is the most essential 
step in providing adequate programs 
for handicapped students. Should be 
rated very severe. Sh'^uld be 
higher. Organizational action, 
i.e. , change begins at the top 
(usually), ProbleniJ exist so res- 
ponsibility for correction lies with 
administration which is not doing 
much at this point. 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



2,0 (1) .Should be rated 
less severe. 



3'0 (1) 



Table IV - Continued 
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BARRIERS AND RECOWtNDATlON 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(f: • 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



EASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4 5 



COftlENTS REGARDING RATltiG OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of R^ndent?) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nuflters of Respondent* 



♦,0 General lack of coflDuMcatlon 
between helping agencies and 
the training institution. 



20.0 36.7 41.7 1.7 0 



4.1 Assign a liaison persoa 
'* to each cownunity college 

4.2 Establish interagency ' 
cowuittees to provide for 

^ iwre exchange of infor- 
mation. 

4.3 ProttBe information in 
preservice training at 
colleges and universities 

5.0 Too few certified rehabiliti- 
tion counselors on campuses 
of the training institution. 

. 5.1 Establish sane type of 
funding fonnula to assure 
ajL adequate ratio of re- 
habilitation counselors 
to students, 

5.2 Hake the job of counselor 
iDore attractive to m or 
prospective counselors. 

5.3 Provide the "coiwon 
client" concept where 

' .various institutions pool 
resources and focus on a' 
codmon client. 

Lack of organizational struc^ 
tures which insure ineaningful 
interactiof) between handi- 
capped and nondisabled stu- 
dents 

6,1 All prograwi should be 
designed to avoid lack o 
integrated activities. 



20.0 38.3 26.7 15.0 0 



10.0 30.0 41.7 18.3 0 



41.7 33.3 8,3 16.7 
> 12 

50.0 8,3 25.0 16.7 
N « 12 



53.0 25.0 25, 
S . 12 



25.0 50.0 16.7 8.3 0 
\ ■ 12 



25,0 5O.0 16.7 8.3 0 
N • 12 

16,7 16,7 58.3 0 8.3 
N • 12 



25,0- 8,3 41.7 25.0 
N • 12 



,,0 (9) 'Agencies do not cownicate 
efficiently, therefore, administra- 
tors jrfld students do not know of 
heip-that is available. Si'ould be 
rated more severe because of 1 ) com- 
plexity, 2) overlaps of responsibi- 
lity for the funding process and 3) 
lack of involvement in professional 
rehabilitation process. Emphasis 
should be on the client. 



4.0 (3Koo high. 



5.0 (8) Hore qualified counselors 
need to give in-depth service. 



5.0 (2) Problem not severe 
enough to warrant consid- 
eration. 



V 



6.0 (8) Wministrators must take ac 
tion to insure that nondisabled be- 
come involved. Better understanding 
of handicapped individual situation 
is essential to assist the removal 
of attitudinal barriers. 



6.0 (3) 



BARRIERS AND RECONCNOATIOtlS 



mm OF BARRIER 
RATINO BY PERCEjNTAGE 
(N • 601 



1 ? 



4 NR 



FEASIBlLin OF IHPLEHENTATION 
RATING Br PERCENTAGE 

I 2 3 4 S 



imm REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOM 
(Nunbers of Respondents) 



- RATED TOO HlfiH 
(Nuflters of Respondents 



6.2 S««k tpKifIc kinds of 
coMitMfits ind icttons 
•Um top idhlnistritive 
SUff. 

7.0 Popr plinnin) ind orginizi- 
tion Hhlcb results In sociil 
birriirs, I.e., Itablllty to 
pirtlcipfti In concerts, heir 
spMkers or ittend films. 



11.9 32.2 40.7 15.3 




7.) L^k Of pUAnll>9 is oot-^ 
My Intentlond), 
thtryort, policy stite- 
mi and vrltttn rcijn- 
dtrs (should be iiplt* 
iented. 

12 Conduc't «rkshops ind in- 
strvlce trilnjng to plin 
ind orginlzi to isslst / 
tht hindlcipptd In pirti- 
cipitlng in soclil events 

8.0 lick of plinnin) for required 
\ict1v1t1es which ire diffl- 
&|jtt for hindicipped sUjdents 
sMh IS reglstritlofl. 



6.1 All igencles should coop- 
erite In liking rKomn- 

ditlons to school offl- 
ciils. 

8.2 Plin I different proce- 
dure for disibled stu- 
dents. 

9.0 Inidtquite iviilib^lity of 
reiders, Intrpreters. tutors 
ind counselors for hindi- 
cipped studfnts. 

o 9.1 Develop i systw for vo- 
citlonil resources slil- 
lir to the Texts Learning 
Resource Center network, 
to locitt III ivillibU 
resources. , 



r 



11.7 36.7 38.3 13.3 0 



20.3 44.1 22.0 13.6 



12.5 12.5 75.0 0 0 
N • 8 



33.3 41.7 25.0 0 0 
N • 12 



33.3 50.0 8.3 8.3 0 
N ■ 12 • 



50.0 25.3 8.3 16.7 0 
H • 12 * 



41J 33.3 8.3 0 16.7 
H • 12 



36.4 54.5 9.1 0 0 



7.0 (61 Should be recognized as more 
severe. Buildings are inaccessible. 
EK)t1oni), recreitfonal , social well 
being of both handicapped and non- 
hindicipped depend on in integrated 
setting In school and in e^)loyfnent 
later. 



7.C 14' 



8.0 (9) Physical handicaps get at* 
tentlon, but language learning dis- 
ibled students or hird of hearing 
students have huge probleis In this 
area. Special icconoditlons should 
be iide for handicap^ people. 



0 (6) Not severe - most 
Institutions know the 
Ituatlon. 



9.0 (11) This service nkes the dif 
ference between students being able 
to co^ilete prograis or liot. 



- 9.0 (3lRehabi1iUt1on 
Missions provide funds 
for these services when 
oeed Is recognized. 



ERIC 



2;; 



V 



BARRIERS m RECOmENDATIOMS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N ■ 60) • 

1 2 3 ♦ NR 



FEASIBILfTY OF IHPLEHENTATIOH 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3 4 5 



C0H1ENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOU 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nuitecs of Respondent 



9.2 Secure funding 'for such ' 
positions on coMunlty 
co11e9t cwpuses. 

; 9.3 EstibHsh trilning pro- 
gras for these helpers. 

10.0 Lick of funds for support ser 
vices end stiff (i.e.. atiMl- 
chiirs, pushersc ittendints. 
note-tikers. 'Interpreters/ 
' tutors, etc.) 



10.1 ObUIn leg^slitlvc sup- 
port (funding). 

10.2 Es^bl^sh priorities for 
current funding which 
Mould deilgni'te (fic^iu 
tors) for vocitloul triln 
Ing (huMn or iiterlil) is 
I top priority. 

10.3 Estibllsh trilning pro- 
, gran for these helpers. 

11.0 Lick of 1n1t1i1 ind ongoing 
Mbillty orlentitlon 

11.1 Should be stressed by 
the igency Involved ind 
put in budott by the co*- 
iunlty college idilnlstri' 

tton. 

12.0 Lick of skilled interpreters 
for the duf In ill diises 
Including vocitlonil technlci 
clisses 

12.1 Trilning of student ser- 
vice prsonnel ind funds 
Mist be Mde lore mil- 
ible. 



25.0 2J.0 41.7 8.3 0 
M • 12 

41.7 41,7 16.7 0 0 
N • 12 



20.7 41.4 27.6 10.3 2 



5.1 ^3.7 52.5 18.6 



19.6 45.4 25.0 8.9 4 



1 



50.0 25.0 16.7 8.3 0 
N -12 

33.3 25.0 25.0 16.7 0 
N ■ 12 



50.0 33.3 16.7 0 0 
N* 12 



50.0 0 50.0 0 0 
N • 12 



41.7 33.3 16.7 8.3 0 
N • 12 



10.0 (10) There Is not enough staff 
to Met the needs of the handlcipped 
(Include typists). Additional fund- 
ing Is needed to add stiff and ser- 
vices. Will becoie wre severe If 
current court cases put responsibil- 
ity on colleges rather than rehabi- 
litation agencies. 



0.0 (2) 



11.0 (3) 



11.0 (2) 



2.0 (10) Need lore Interpreters 
with skill of sign 'language. An ex 
tr«M and urgent need. 




BARRIERS AND RECOtWNOATIONS 

■ If 



13.0 LACk of mllaDle qualified 
tutorial and rpedlal assis- 
tance for people Mho caanot 
cope Nith regular group and 
cUssroOff procedurw 



13.1 Change Attitudes of per- 
sonnel who fall to real- 
ize the need for this 
asslstance> 

13.2. Provide appropriate 
, training programs for per- 
sonnel to develop tutor- 
ial and remedial assis- 
tance. 

13.3 Secyre funding for such 
positions on convunlty 
college ciaipuses. 

14.0 lack of persons to work with 
the handicapped to give addi 
tional training when needed 
by private business as it re 
lates to specific Job needs 



UJ Business might provide 

personnel to work .with 
< hindieipped persons. 

14.2 Provide training and* 
funds for Job placeinent 
personnel . 

15>0 Lack of knowledge of what 
students can do resulting i 
negative attitudes toward the 
IWtatlons of the handicap 
ped. students. 



SEVERITy OF BARRIER 
RAJING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 ?' 3 4 NR 



17.5 35.1 36.8 10.5 3 



16.1 37.5 39.3 7.1 4 



3?. 2 39.0 27.1 1.7 1 



FEASIBlLlTy OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING Br PERCENTAGE * 

1 2 3 4 5 



16.7 16,7 33.3 16.7 16.7 
N -12 



) 



25:0 50.0 25.0 
N • 12 



0' 0 



33.3 33.3 ,8.3 25.0 i 
N ^ 12 

I 



8.3 25.0 33.3 25.0 8.3 
N - 12' 



33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 0 
N > 12 



3.0 (15) lack of trained peer nelp- 
ers and professionals Is too often 
overlooked. Remedial assistance 
iwkes the difference, whether handi- 
capped or not. Very severe-tu- 
toring essential for all sensorily 
handicapped. Need to retrain surpli 
special educators to work at the 
college level. 



COmENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



— r* 

RATED TOO LOW 
(Niiinbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
Numbers of Respondents 



13.0 (2) 



14.0 (13) This is a severe problem 
which could be solved by having 
trained curriculum specialists and 
instructors on the staff to work di- 
rectly with ifxiustry. Cost needs to 
be absorbed by private business. 
Should be higher-^has a threefold 
benefit: business gets Involved, 
students are better trained to work 
n business, and business wants more 
students. 



14.0 (1) 



15.0 (7) Speaks to the need for pro- 
fessionals In rehabilitation to be 
on the campus.^ Priority sh0ui4.be 
In leacher training. 



5.0 (2) 



BARRIERS AND RECWENDATIONS 



SEV£RITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGES 
(N • 60) 

1 2 3 r4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGES 

1 2 3 4 5 



4 ^ 

^ CWtlENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



'RATED TOO LOy^ 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH \ 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



15.1 Provide inservlce pro- 
grans to educate teachers 
and adilnistrators and 
^r1n9 about attltudlnal 
changes (especially In 
the case of mental haa- 
dicaps). 

15.2 EsUbllsh pre preser- 
ylce training in univer- 
sities concerning re- 
sources which are avail- 
able to handicapped* how 
to access resources » and 
how to use these re- 
sources, 

16,0 Lack of knowledge and exper- 
ience on the part of educa- 
tors that would iake then 
unwilling to hold students 

' to the san^ standards of % 
perfonnaflce of non- handicap- 
ped students (example: deaf 
students) 

16.1 Provide Inservlce sen* 
sitlvlty and awareness to 
educate persons respon- 
sible for the education 
of the handicapped. 

16.2 Establish definitive 
behavioral objectives and 
ninlnun skill levels 
needed for job entry that 
oust be met In order to 
complete course. 

17.0 Inability on the part of the 
InstructoY-s to empathize In 
stNd of sympathize 



17.1 Provide inservlce , 
trainings for personnel 
working with the halxll- 
capped which include 
practical applications 

. and activities. 



29.3 29.3' 34.S 6.9 2 



16.9 27.1 45.8 10.2 1 



33.3 41.M6.7 0 8.3 
N - 12 . 



I. 



50.0 41.7 8.3 0 0 
N » 12 



/ 



16.0 (10) This Is 4 high priority 
item which results fran ignorance or 
lack of training and exposure to 
handicapped people. 



16.0 (2) 



'33.3 41.7 16.7 8.3 0 
N • 12 



41.7 25.0 16.7 8.3 8,3 
N • 12 



17.0 (9) Only fosters dependency. 
Although instructors care about han- 
dicapped students there is not 
enough awareness of their needs and 
feelings. 



,50.0 33.3 16.7 0 0 
N ■ 12 



17.0 (0) 



BARRIERS AND RECOH1ENDATI0NS 



Hike Information about 
various handicaps avail; 

able to Instructors. 
■ > 

18.0 Lack of self-confidence on ■ 
part of teachers to teach 
handicapped students 

IB J Provide both pre and la 
service training for com- 
(njnity college faculty 

19.0 Lack of unders.tahd1ri|and 
acceptance and/or indiffer- 
ence toward the soKlal needs 
of the hindicapped on the 
pirt of administrators, fac- 
ulty and staff 

19,1 Provide better and iiore 
Inservlces for coimiunlty 
college personnel includ- 
ing knowledge and training 
on tKhnlques of working 
with the handicapped stu- 
dents. . 

20* 0 Negative attitudes of admlnl 
Strators Ind Instructors 
^•hicl! Inhibit participation 
of handicapped students In 

^ college programs. 

20.1 Design formal courses of 
study, workshops and In 
' , service training to bring 
about attltudlnal changes 
(Including removal of 
-fear") • 

Attitudes of'NQn>d1sabled Students 



severit; of barrier 

RATING Br PERCENTA6£ 
(N>6p) 

' * 3 4 NR 



,2 



15.5 3f.8Tl.4*10.3 2 



4 I 



29.8 31.6 31.6 7.0 3 



20.7 27.'6 36.2 15.S 2. 



21.0 Lack of accepUnce and nega- 
tive attitudes of p«ers 

21.1 Provide awareness train 
inq activities on comnun- 
ity college campuses for 
the $tud<i)t body 



1.9 25.4 39.0 23.7 



EASlBlilTY OF IMPLWENTATION 
RATk By PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3.4 5 



41.7 50.0 
N • 12 



0 0 8:3 



50.0 41.7 8.3 ■ 0 0 
N ■ 12 



50.'0 33.3 16,7* 
N = 12 



0 0 



50.0 0 25.0 25.0 
N ' 12 



33.3 25.0 16.7 16.7 8.3 
N ' 12 



8.0 (13) This Is a very severe bar- 
rier, This is more of a problem 

han understanding, acceptance or in 
difference. 



C0I*1ENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERlTy QF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



19,0 (8) Problem is severe. There 
a lacii of training and exposure to 
the handicapped which results in a 
barrier fven when people mean well 



is 



20,0 (13) Administrators and instruc- 
tors don't really linow the capabili 
ties of the handicapped. 



21.0 (7) More-severe than stated.^ 
Peers play a larger role than is in 
dicated, 



RATED TOO HIGH 
Numbers of Respondents) 



8.0 



9.0 (5) 



20.0 (2) Should be lower 
Most administrators have 
no'attitude (not aware). 
Few if any, would be 
negative. 



21.0 (5) 



ERIC 



3. 



Tiblt IV -.Continued 



BARRIERS AND RECQNCNOATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTA6E 

(N/ 60) 

1 2 3 4' NR 



FCASIBUm OF INPLENENTATION 
RAIINGBT.PERCEIltAGE 

1 2 3 4 5 



CtNCNTS REGAROING RATING OF SEVERIH OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO UM 
(Nuiters of Respondents]. 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nwbcrs of Respondents) 



21.2 Develop ind conduct In- 
service trilning for edu- 
cetors to bring about ic- 
ceptance of the hindlcap- 
' p«l Nhkh Mill iNd to 
peer icceptince. 

22.aLick of iccipUnce of hindl- 
cifplng cOodUlons by tht 
public lAlch rtsults In lick 
of pirtlclpitlon by tht han- 
dicippcd In soc^il ind re- 
cmtloml ispKts of col- 
legt life 

22.1 GtMrilly peopli fur 
Mhit thty don't undtr- 
\Uni\ mrt Infomtlon 
should bt provldid to tht 
public ngirding hindl^ 
capping conditions. 

22.2 Divf lop ind conduct in- 
sirvlci trilning for 
tuchtr^ ind non^hindl- 

' cippid studtnts. 

23.0 lAidtquite orliotitlon of 
non-hind Icippid studtnts is 
to how thty My bttttr undtr^ 
stind ind mls^ hindlcipped 
studtnts 

23.1 Provldt Mrtfltss triln- 
Ing ictlvltlts on cown- 
Ity colltgt CMpuses for 
tht stud«)t body. 

Prtstrvlct and Instrvtct 
Educitlon 

24.0 Lick of 9tntri1 knowledge of 
jtht«hind1capptd and handle 
capping conditions 



25.0 25.0 25.0 8.3 16.7 
N-12 



15.0 26 . 7 55.0 3.3 0 



33.3 50.0 0 8.3 8.3 
N- 12 



27.3 54.5 9.1 0 9.r 
N* 11 



18.6 49.2 27.1 5.1 



33J 16.7 25.0 16J 8.3 
N - 12 

1 



22.0 50.8 27.1 0 



22.0 (11) Very stvertx There is 
little social inti^ictlon and we 
need public awareness! 



22.0 (6) Less seirere thin 
Indicated: the public is 
acceptlnji handicapped stu- 
dent's Mrtlclpatlon In 
social m recreational 
Ktlvltm. 



23.0 (7) Itore should be stressed at 
the Individual progrii level. The 
deaf student needs an Interpreter 
at the college level. 



23.0 (1) OrlenUtlon Is 
not needed, Integration 
Is, for people to be t<» 
foftable with^eacMtller 



24.0 (13) Handicapping conditions 
are co^)lex; there Is a need for r^ 
source people for staff Inservlce 
and consultation. Knowledge breeds 
understanding and acceptance. * 



24.0 (1) 



B^lRRIEftS AND. KLCOfWEWATldNS 



StyEni:! '.^ 3ARRIEP 
RATING 5^ PERCENTAGE 

'\ = 60, 

<\ 2 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IHPlEHENTATION 
RATING PERCENTAGE 

1 ' 2 3 4 5 



COMMENTS REGARDING RATING Or ll^i^V"^ uF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of 'Respondents 



24.1 Most mstfjctots wtio 
are dskefi to *^ork with 
nandicdoped students inust 
learn the hard way-tnal 
and error. Teacher ^ 
training sessions iiust , 
include working with nan- 
jtcapoed in tneir- own 
particular discipline, 

25,3 i.actc of knowledge tnat ffiam- 
fes'.otion of handicapping 
condition u ofter^ periodic 
and onpr^dictasle in:tiii^1nq 

2S.r Information regarding 
the handicapping condi- 
tion snould oe provided 
to the educator at the 
tw the student regis- 
ters. 

25.2 Instructdrs should 
schedule counseling ses- 
sions wUh all students. 

. 25.3 Public relations ef- 
forts Should be conc^octed 

26.0 Assumption on the part of ^ 
'the non-disabled' instructor, 
counselor, or administrator 
that just because the dis- 
aoled student^ s not indi* 
cated there are problems, 
that "everything Is fine-- 
we have no problems" 

26.1 Provide basic knowledge 
about handicapping condi- 
tions through inservice 
programs 

26.2 Replace the traditional 
lecture and norm-refer- 
enced evaluation with in- 

, dividualized instruction. 

?fi.1 Tpfirh the studf^nt to' 
:.onimunu;/)te ^.^Pir pra^ 
♦ !)lerv,. 



6.3 39,: : :: ^ 



41.7 33. }■ 25.0 0 3 
N » 12 



50.0 33 
N » 12 



3 16.7" 



25.0 16 
\ = 1? 

16.7 HI 
\ = 12 



J 33.3 



8 3 16./ 



7 4J.7 0 0 



33.3 41 
N = 12 



18.2 9. 
N = 11 



27,3 4S.5 



41,7 2S:0 2S.0 B,3 1 



25 C 



j '1 



26 0 (7j ^i'u do not lake thr. into 
con'jderatnn due to Idck of know- 
ledge. 



J 
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BARRIERS AND RECOfWENOATtOfiS 



SE^RITY Of BARRIER 
RAIING By PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 


FEASIBlLi:^ Of IMPLEHENTATION 
RATING 3V PERCENTAfiE 

1 2 3 4 *5 


16.7 55.0 25.0 3.3 0 




1 . 

** 

k 

* 1 

« V 


33.3 h o 33,3 0 8.3 
N • 12 

9 

33.3 16.7 25.0 25,0' 0 
N ■ 12 ' 


^28.3 45.0 23.3 3.3 0 


\ 


V 


\ 

33.3 4^.7 16.7 3 8.3 
N ■ 12 


J 

r 


• 


^1 40.0 36.4 14.5 6 


27.3 27,3 36.4 J .9.1 
N • 11 ■ « 




10.2 9.1 36.4 ItJ.^ Itl.t 
N • 11 


28.8 49.2 16.9 5,1 1 





COWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVEiliy Of BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOy 
(Numbers of Respondents) 
^ ^ 



WED TOO HIGH 
Numbers of Respondents) 



27,0 Inidequate staff preparation 
and orltntatlon toMrd work* 
In) with handkippcd, stu- 
jjents in' the area of various 
reaming modalities 

27.1 Provide staff with use- 
ful skills which can be 
applied in teaching the 
handicapped" through in- 
service and preservice 
training. 

27.2 Train the faculty and 
staff to 'Screen and refer 
students to specialists. 

28.0 Inadequate training and in- 
fonnation is providejl to 
teachers regarding psycholo- 
gical aspects, and learning 
difficulties of specific 
handicapping cooditjons 

28.1 Preservice and inser- 
.vlce training should in- 
' dude basic knowledge a- 
.bout handicapping condi- 
tioni and stress that • 
• wide variances between 
I and aiNOng people with the 
same handicap exists. 

29.0 Lack of orientation to re- 
' ceptlve expressive language 
deficiencies and the need 
for apKlallzed language in 
structlon. 

29.1 Develop classes for the 
leirn1ng>.disabledCand 

deaf. 

29.2 Pay tifttnjctors to at- 
tend specialvjnservlces. 

30.0 Lack of prograjus to prepare 
pOSt-SKOndary instructors 
to teach the handicapped 

1 



ERLC 



27.0u(14) Much more traitiirtg and in- 
service is needed for staff- 



2/.0 (1) 



28.0 (9) Very severe-fexceot for 
Initial contact at beginning of the 
senester cnere is little ongoing 
comnunication between teacher and 
rehabilitation counselor. Teacher 
training is the key to better educa- 
tion everywhere. 



28.0 (0) 



29.0 (8) Rated too low because this 
is generally not understood* or this 
need met . 



3D.0 (12) Separate programs are not 
always necessary, but programs 
should be integral to pre and in- 
service training. Don't want to 
train all college instructors to be 
special education teachers, but they 
do need resource Infonnation. 



29.0 



30.0 (2! 



m%m m REComENOATiofis 



%mm OF BARRIER 
RATING Br PERCEKTACE 
(N • 60) 

] . 2 3 4 NR 



4- 



FEASIBlLITr OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3 4 5 



CWENTS REGARDING RWING OF SEVERIir Of BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOH 
[Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
[Numbers of Respondents) 



30.1 Insiryice, dr one or two 
' dissis In Instructor 

trilnjnq prograns should 
bi provided 

30.2 S(curt stitt Mndite 

for such trainlf^q <^ 

30.3 Develop m educitionil 
pro^rii for vocitlonil 
tNcher trainers ind Tex^s 
Education Agency post- 
secondary stiff. 

3).0 Instructors Inadequately 
trained In techniques to as- 
sist the hindlcippei) student 
to adapt standard prxedures 
to Met his requlrMits. ' 

31.1 Instructors should be 
assisted by a resource 
person (advisor or coun- 
selor) 

31.2 Provide graduate level 
siiilnars and viorkshops 

' as a part of wploynent. 

32.0 Lack of knowledge of and sen 
. sitlvlty to handicapping con 
ditions In planning. Inple 
ntntlng, and evaluating In- 
struction and vocatloni) 
leimer outcoMS 



32 J Provide Inservlce 

training of faculty 

^■ 

32.2 Provide «ore research 
In this aril 

33.0 Lack 'of knowledge and train- 
ing by staff and idilnlstra- 
tlon to be Iftfomud about 

' ' tlii needs of the hearing' 
'liRQalred 

\ 3}J The needs of the stu- 
dent are generally Itnown, 
tite' staff and adialnlstra 
' tlon must learn how 
!• meet lliise n*eds. 



26.7 *5.0 25.0 3.3 0 



20,3 45,8 25,4 8,5 1 



16.9 37.3 40.7 5.1 1 



33,3 33,3 25,0 0 8,3 
N • 1? 



8,3 16.7 25.0 25.0 25.0 
N « 12 

33.3 25,0 33.3 0 8.3 
N • 12 ' 



25,0 16.7 50.0 
N ■ 12 



0 8,3 



33.3 33,3 25J 0 8,3 
N ■ 12 



25,0 37.5'37.5 0 
. N • 8 



0 



27,3 27,3 27,3 9.1 ,9.1 
N • 11 



31,0 (12) There Is a need for spec- 
Ill Ists In this area to work with 
Instructors to help plan adaptation. 



31,0 (IJ 



\ 



32,0 (12) Hany vocational progcanis 
base evaluation on typical employ- 
ment settings and performance and 
don't consider adaptations which are 
routinely wde for placement of han- 
dicapped workers. Should be inte- 
gral to Inservlce and preservlce 
training. 



32.0 (2) 



33.0 (13) Handicapping aspects of 
deafnessjre not real-ly understood. 



33.0(1 



BARRIERS AND RECOHENDATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING By PERCENTAGE 

, (N • 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IHPLEMENTATIQN 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 ' 3 4 5 



COtWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW ' 
(tiumbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



■ 33.2 A re40urce person shoi/U 
. be provided. 

3Vo\ack of counseling and teach.- 
ing sklTls needed to accofliw- 
date tne handicapped stu- 
denies uniqueness 



34. 1 Provide inservice 
training 

34.2 Obtain legislative sup- 
port to add counselors 
and staff * 

35.0 Inadequate training pfbgrams 
for pnysidans, physical 
therapists, occupational 
therapists, and social work- 
ers to'develop techniques to 
encourage handicapped indivi 
duals to compensate for their 
disabilities by entering 
training programs. 

31. 1 Research need for 
training 

35.2 Provide more training 
with pphasis on helping 
the disabled attain the 
highest level, of skill 
possible. 

36.0 Lack of' exposure to the 
world of wofk by instructors 
themselves who often set a 
poor example (model)- 

36.1 Obtain assistance from 
a consultant ' 

36.2 Upgrade local hiring 
practices. 

37.0 Lack of ability on the part 
of the, instructor to adapt 
curriculum to the needs of 
handicapped students 



.9 61.0 20.3 6.8 



12.7 27.3 43.6 16.4 5 



13.3 23.3 36.7 26.7 0 



15.3 28.8 45.8 10.2 



25.0 33.3 25.0 8.3 8.3 



50.0 16.7 16.7 8.; 8.3 
fi » 12 

23.6 14.3 2R.6 28.6 0 
N = 7 



27,3J6.4 27.3 0 9.1 
N » f^l 

33.3 16.7 41.7 0 8.3 
N « 12 



16.7 16.7 25.0 25.0 16.7 
N » 12 

0 25.0 41.7 25.0 8.3 
12 



34,0 (12) Counseling can be the -nost 
important aspect of helping the han- 
dicapped by defining expectation 
levels. Host Instructors are not 
dequately trained in counseling 
techniques to acconwodate any stu- 
dent's uniqueness-not just the han- 
dicapped stujent. 



34.0.(3) 



35,0 (2) Very few physicians are up 
on rehabilitation medicine. They 
know more about acute disease pro- 
cesses than lony term rehabilitative 
efforts. 



35.0 (4) 



35.0 (5) For vocational teachers thi< 
should be a high priority and the^ 
teacher should have experience in th^ 
"real" world. 



37.0 (11) There is also a lack of 
creativity in this area as a result 
of closed minds. 



36.0 (&! Most instructors 
bring successful work ex- 
perience to the conwunity™ 
college. 



37.0 (4) The degree of 
success if determined by 
how well curriculum is 
developed in regard to a 
person's language exper- 
ience. 
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BARRl'EfiS AND H[COW[NDATI0SS 



SEVERITY OF .BARRIER 
RATING BV PERCENTAGE 
!N * to) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



FEAilBlLliY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 



1 2 .3 



CWENTS REGARDING RATlk OF'SlVERI^ QF BARRIERS 



' RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nuntbers of Respondents) 



37.1 Provide assistant to 
help the instructor 

37 ? Provjde. pre-developed 
material and instructions 
for inoiji' ication cur- 
riculum 

3-?. 3 Incorporate and inte- 
grate' training in curri- 
culum adaptatio^. into" 
tnacner preparation pro-' 
grar-i. 

Prevoca ti ondi trajninj 

38.0 Lack oY approrpiate basic 
and remedial prograns in 
language ^atn 



33 / Develop deoartfnentai 
programs 

33.2 Make tutc-ial support 
■ availaftle 

38. J Stress the importance 
of placing emphasis on 
these subjects to the 
hlqh schools 

39.0 Inadequate prevocalional 
skill training 



39. 1 Provide more funds for 
prevocational sicill 
training 

39.2 Increase emphasis on 
public school career edu 
cation, vocational pro- 
grain develop<nent and op> 
portunities for partici- 
pation by handicapped 
students. 



16.7 25.0 33.3 16,7 8.3 ' 
■N ' 12 

8,3 33,3 25.0 16 7 16.7 

N=:12 ^ 

16.7 75.0 41,7 8.3 &.3 
N ' 12 



11.9 28.8 30.5 Z8.a 



38.0 (7) Without good basic skill 
foundations success in achieving 
skills will be negl igible. 



38. a (31 Ouestion whether 
this belongs at the com- 
munity college level, ex- 
cept perhaps through spe- 
cial programs. 



13.6 37,5 ?5.0 17 ° 4 



41, "16 
N = 12 

41 7 41 
S ' 12 

41 7 33 
N = 12 



7 33.3 8 3 0 
7 16.7 0 0 
3 25,0 0 0 



25 G 16,7 33,3 16,7 8.3 
N = 12 

33,3 33.3 25.0 8.3 0 
N = 12 



39.0 (13) This should be top prior- 
ity. Include work readiness train- 
ing here and most handicapped do 
not have sufficient skills to suit 
employers, 




39.0 !3) 
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BARRIERS AND RfCOHHtNDATIONS 



SEVERITY OP BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE , 
(N - 60) 

1^ 2 3 4 NR 



-i 

FEASlBILltbgFmte 

. ratiIk By PERti^^m 



COWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Nuinbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
Numbers of Respondents 



^Vocitionil Instructional Programs 



and Service 

40.0 Uck of funds to establlsN 
training program for hear- 
In) impaired students 

40.1 Obtain more funds for 
training (federal agen- ^ 
cies and non-profit or- 
ganizations) 

41,0 Lack 0^ short-tenn special- 
ized courses to teach ' un- 
ited sliills in 3 specified 
area 

41.1 Could be handled 
through continuing educa- 
tion programs 

41.2 Per student cost makes 
funding difficult, 

pool ing of resources may 
be the answer. 

41 . 3 Determine the needed 
areas and request appro- 
priation of funds. 

42.0 Inadequate existing programs 
for deaf and hearing im- 
paired students 

42.1 Request additional 
funding to implement nec- 
essary programs 

42.2 Individualized con- 
tracted Instruction can 
pe provided for Ihii stu- 
dent body 

43.0 Coffwunication problems in 
all Instructional situations' 
with handicapped students. 

43.1 Establish an interdis- 
ciplinary team to conduct 
a' program revievi and make 
recommendations 



\ 



14.3 37.5 30.4 17.9 4 



e 

16,7 8,3 50,0 16 7 8,3 
N ' IZ 



13.8 44.8 ?]. 6 13.8 2 



7 3 38.? 38 2 16.4 5 



i:, 7 30,9 43 6 12,7 5 



W,0 25,0 8,3 8,3 8,3 , 
N ' 12 

16,7 33,3 16,7 25.0 8.3 
fi ' 12 



25 0 33.3 25,0 8.3 B.3 
N = 12 



2? 0 25,0 33,316.7 0 
N = 12 

3,3*16,7 41.7 25.0 8.3 
•N = 12 



25.0 8.3 50 0 3 3 '8,3 



40,0 ;iO) Lack of funds limit pro- 
grams for handicapped. 



40.0 (0) 



41.0 (9) Mini "courses could be de- 
signed and implemented. 



41.0 (2) 



42.0 (11) Ttiere is a real question 
of any existing aHequate programs. 
An easy obstacle to overcome, yet 
often overlooked. 



42 0 (2) 



43.0 (8) Coimiunication problems are 
severe between instructors and nor- 
mal students- even. Little progress 
wiyiout coimunication. 



43,0 (1) 
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8ARR1.EHS WO RECOWENOATIONS 



RATING 
1 2 



44.0 Coflinun tea lion problems in 
groups where 'disabled stu- 
dentj are ^^orking■•^Uh the 
flon^tlisatW, such as group 
lab practkaVs. 

^ 44.1 Provide for ortentation 
prograins for nop-handi- 
, Capped to 4Cqvaint then 
• liUh proM^s handicaps 
have. 

45.0Uc^ of flejeibility in the 
curriculum to allow Uu- 
• drfnt Increased instruction 
in' area's of nis expertise. 



^5.1 A resource pcsdn and 
the departntent respon- 
sible need to develop m 
dividualized programs for 
the handicapped. 

44.2 Or- the- job training 
might be ipore practical 

■45.3 Establish more Tle)i1ble 
entry-ex?t points of 
skill developffient. 

46.0 Lack of modification of pro 
grain standards for different 
. handicaps 

46. 1 A resource person and 
the dwa^'tment responsi 
ble n^ed to develop in- 
dividual ized proqranS' for 
the handicapped. 

47.0 LiCk of beH^'tor wjdlfica- 
* t1(jn programs coordinated 
witti t)Oth credit and non- 
credit courses 



47.1 EstacHsh an mterdis 
_ciplinary^j.eani to co"'' 
a ppoqram review and <J^e 
recoTOiendation', 





5.3 36. 



/(«Sf^iLITY Of IMI!L£>1£NTATI0N 




14.0 28 



13,8 29 



10.9 20' 



8-^ )3.3 )3.3 16.7 8.3 



5. ;s,o2S;oq6..7 8-3 



I6/:1.733.3 0 8.3 
', ^ 12 

!5.f^^3.0'6.7 0 8.3 
\ 1? 



n.V^J 2S.0 8:3 
\ \ 12 



2^ 02S-Ol6j?5,o 8.3 



COfHENTS REGARDING WTING OF SEVERi*f OF BARRIERS 



i RATED TOO LOW, 
(NiinMrs of Respondents) 



44.0" (6) Orientation and education 
programs are needed for nondUabled 
Public relations progrws "^f'l^d to 
educate employers as to benefits of 
enploying handicapped persons. 



4^,0 (10) Without adjustjnenyin cur: 
riculum and teaching strategies the, 
doors are' closed to iklll attain- 
ment, Problems with certification 
of educational requlrcMnt through 
Texas filucation Agency. 



' RATED TOO HIGH 
(Ninbers of Respondents 




46.0 (81 Lack of kno*<1edge and IdCk 
of creatlvUy In this area. 



44^0 (2) 



47.0 (4) This should be developed 
fully and supported for legislation 
with funding. There Is a great n^ed 
but whether it Is the repsonsibilUy 
of thfi coflwunlty coHege Is ques- 
tionable--how atwut TRC? 



45.0 (4') 



46.0 (4) Program stan- 
dards in vocational edu^ 
cation are matched to 
industry standards. 



47.0 (6) 
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)ikmiK AND RECOfWENDATIONS 



i8.0 Lack" of ongoing contact wUh 
the handicapped student to 
. monitor progress and problems 
and to o^ter encourageffient 
and support throughout his 
edjcational program. 



*48.1 Provide ffiore counselors 

' * 4b..' Establish better coor- 
donation beti^een agencies 
and the staff. at the com- 
munity coUege 

48.3 Establish top priorities 
for rehabilitation ser- 
vices to provide ongoing 
support for handicapped 
students in. the early 
years of training and job 
experience- 

48.4 Provide individualized 
educational planning. 

49.0 Vocational/technical class 
entrance exams that do not 
consider handicapping condi- 
tions such as learning dis- 
abilities in establishing 
nornis^. 

49.1 Remove or fiwdify norms 
to accoffwodate the handi- 
capped. 

50.0 Unwillingness instructors 
to.g)ve oral* endininations 
■ »*Hen appropriate 

•^^50,1 Pay instructors for the 
1, '^'service. 

50.2 Enl ist h&lp from stj- 
'dent assistance 1 

set' ( 'jripntt'd 

51. ! Provi'Je J ! tern./'.t' 
T.etNj'l.', .)f v.* II') 



SEVtRlM OF BARRIER 
RATING By, PERCENTAGE 

(N = 60) 

1,2 3 4 NR 



10.3 .31 .'O 43,1 15. 5' 2 



10.3 36.2 36.2 17,2 ,? 



12.1 10.3 48.3 29.3 2 



1,1 / ?3 MU) ?M i 



rEAS[B,lLlTY or IMPLEMENTATION 
WTING BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3 4 5 



33.3 25.0 25.0 16,7 0 
N = 12 

CI. 7 41.7 16.7 0 0 



33.3 25.0 41.7 0 0 
N ' 12 



33.3 25.0 25.0 8 3 8 3 
N = 12 



27,3 18.2 9.1 36.4 9.1 
N » 11 



COrt^ENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



.0 (11) The prbbletn Is severe. 
There is a need to have Certified 
Rehabilitation Counselors and peer 
courtsafttj^ssigned to each student 
for thelSration of the college pro^- 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents 



48.0 (0) 



gram 
keep 
hand 



There is not enough staff to 
up with large 'populations of 
icapped students. 



49.0 (12) There is inadequate pre- 
assessment of handicaps. Adaptation 
of systefns approach to Instruction 
will alleviate this to a major e)i- 
tent. ^ 



25.0 16, r 8,3 33. ^ 16,7 
N = 12 

33,3 25.0 16,7 8.3 16.7 
N ■ 12 



50.0 (6) This attitude sets condi- 
tions for a student to fail 



51,0 (3) 



49.0 (2) Do learning dis 
abilities belong in col- 
lege? Norms need to be 
more flexible 



50,0 (6) 



51 0 (2! 
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SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING By PERCENTAGE' 

1 ? 3 4 h 



iZ.O Trainihq areas within pro- 
qraips tend to delimit the 
'Occupational chokes avail- 
able to '/cjdents 5> offering 
such a narrow range of sidM 
training. 



.|^52.rBroaden the range r 
*: > .^kill :raininq. 

' " Awareness of alterna- 
.twes related to the fielc 
'should be incor^rated in 
career whorkshops. 

53.0 Lacif of special adapted vo- 
cabulary lists to neip stu- 
dents in various occupational 
technical programs. 

53. r Provide reading pro9'"a!^s 
for specific technical 
majors. 

^3.2 Necessary materials 
should be prepared by the 
faculty/staff concerne<Ji. 

54.0 Lack of modified textbooks to 
meet language level of stu 
'dents. 



54.1 Provide modified texts 
(tape, rewrite) or teach 
wi.th teacher made itiater- 

. ials. 

54.2 Consult with the oook , 
. company. 

55'. 0, Student/ trainer ratio too 
r;-1ane to allow sufficient in 
' dividual ized hands-on train- 
ing 0 

SS. ' f'rfjvvie special d','>'>\' 
Mr*/,, and/or vo'- 

jnteer^ 



8.8 Z6.3 43.9 2K1 3 



10, b M 0 45. fc 29. y 3 



13.6 22.3 49.2 15.3 



22.0 27 1 37.3 13,6 



KSIBlir^ OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4 5 



8.3 8:3 
n 7 59,0 0 8.3 



33 3 CI. 7 
12 



2: : 33.3 

t 

33.3 



16.7 0 



8.3 8.3 



33.3 25.0 8.3 8.3 
\ = 12 



5] 0 : 33,3 16,7 0 



:h 0 It ' 13 3 16.7 B.3 



52.0 (6) Lots of individuals get 
shelved and categorized because it 
is easier than taking the tinie to 
find out what is truly wanted. 
Limited training, programs are avail- 
able. Still too much stereotyping 
of disabilities, i.e., all HP's like 
to do repetitive type jobs. , . 



COfW^fflS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



. RATED. TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH , 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



52.0 !4) 




53.0 (3) If a student does not un- 
derstand the terms there is no way 
he can learn a skill. 



54.0 (50 SensoriaMy handicapped and 
LLO students need supplemental mat- 
erials and modified texts. Open door 
policy requires admjnistration and 
therefore, accownodation. 



53.0 (3) 



54. 



55.0 (9) This should be top priority 
Hany handicapped are embarrassed to 
ask for additional help especially ^ 
in a large class. 



55 0 (2) The comnunity 
college has a policy of 
sirall classes and this 
'should not be a problei^-. 
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BARRIERS AND RECOWENOATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

(N « 60; 

] 2 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3 ; 4 5 



COWENTS REGARDING RATING Of SEVERIH OF BARRIERS 



RATED T90 LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



55.2 Obtain legislative sup- 
port to increase funding 
for more personnel . 

)6.0 Student/trainer ratio too 
large to allow appropriate 
administration of testv 



56'. > Provide a^specialized 
testing program. 

56.2 Provide ^funds for bet- 
ter iWnt/trainer rati^ 
or special assistants. 

56.3 Individualize testing 
, procedures. 

'56.4 Hire a paraprofcssional 

57.0 Inadequate tasli analyMs /of 
technical skill areas in re- 
lation to training students 
with handicaps 

5M Fund exemplary programs 
in area of task analysis 

57.2 Train staff in inethods 
of scientific job/task 
analysis in curriculum 
development. 

>8.0 Lack of training programs 
for Ijandicapped Individuals 
in the emerging technology 
areas 



58.1 Obtain funding'to per- 
mit organization and im- 
plementation pf such pro- 
grams. 

58. 2^ For a liaison with 
business. 



19.0 20, Mi. 4 19.0 2 



24 6 24,6 ^2.1 8,8 3 



19.0 25 9 41,4 13.8 2 



33.3 16,7 33.3 16.7 0 
N » 12 



33, j C 41.7 16.7 3.3 
16.: 16.7 41.: 16.7 8.3 

N = i; 

16.7 41.7 25.0 8,3 &.3 
N = 12 

16.: 25^0 16.7 25,0 16.7 
\ 02 - 



33.3 8.3 33.3 16.7 8,3 
N = 12 

33.3 16.7 16.7 3.3 
N ' i; 



33,3. 8.3 41.7 
N " 12 



8.3 8.3 



33.3 2S.0 33.3 0 8.3 
I, = 12 



56.0 (i) If one cinnot evaluate 
skill levels, then how can one deter 
mine progress unless curriculum is 
based on performance objective. 
Skill level evaluation is essential 



56.0 (3) Testing situa- 
tions ar^ feasible; in- 
dividual testing is easily 
arranged. 



57.0 (8) This eliminates a great 
many students who could attend if 
work site adjustments were available 
Should be a top priority. 



57 0 !3. 



58.0 (7) Vocational/technical counr 
selors, teachers, advisors, and tu- 
tors are still looking at 'disabili- 
ties rather than abilities. There 
is a need for more places that will 
hire the handicapped. 



58.0 (3) 



Q 



BARRIERS AND RECOmENDATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF 'IMPLEHENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4' s; \ 



COWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(NiiDbers of Respondents) 



59.0 LlinUed variety of voca- 
tional/technical areas Khich 
accept handicapped students. 



59.1 Provide pre and tnser- 
vice education for falult) 
and adnlntstratlon to 
bring about attitudinal 
changes. 

59.2 Expand electives and 
subject areas. 

59.3 Identify 'iwdel" pro- 
grais which conMnity col 
lege administration and 
faculty can visit as an 
example. 

60.0 A lack of specific entry 
level Job criteria that a 
person with limited ability 
could accomplish and achieve 
in order to be employable. 



60.1 Work closely with busi- 
ness' to establish jobs 
that handicapped persons 

may do. ^ . 

60.2 Bring in consultants 

' for technical assistance 

60.3 Develop a career ladder 
self-paced^ program. 

'6V.0 Absence of a continuum of' 
training skills for elemen- 
tary through sKondary edtica 
tion through vocational 
technical programs. 

61.1 Establish a sequential 
curriculum. 



13.8 31.0 41.4 13.8 2 



16,.7 50.0 16.7 8.3 
N ' 1? ' 



33.3 25.0 33.3 0 
N • 1? 

41.7 33:3 8.3 8.3, 
N * 12 



8.3 



B.3 



8.3 



21,4 33.9 33,9 10.7 4 



50,0 33.3 8.3 3 3 0 
N '12 



50.0 8.3 16,7 16.7 8.3 
N ■ 12 

41.7 8 3 25.0 16,7 8.3 
N " 12 



19.3 35.1 35.1 10.5 3 



25.0 50.0 0 16.7 8.3 
N ■ 12 



59.0 (7) Vocational/technical coun- 
selors, teachers, advisors, and tu- 
tors are still looking at disabili- 
ties rather than abilHIes. '^here i 
a need for more places that will htr« 
the handicapped. ' 



59.0 (6) 



60.0 (7) This is a very severe pro 
bl em-coordination Is needed between 
training programs and industry to de 
termine mlninum job entry level 
skills needed to be hired and then to 
train those with limited ability to 
fill this need. 



60.0 (1! 



61.0 (8) The continuum of education 
training from elementary through 
post- secondary is fragmented at best 



61.0 (1) 
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BARRIERS AND R£C(MNOATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N » 60) 

1 2 3 '4 NR 


FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

• 

1 2 3 4 5 


\ 


16.7 8.3 41.7 25.0 8.3 
- N ■ 12 


8.6 29.*3 42.1 19v^ 2 

• 


t 

33.3 25.0 16.7 16.7 8.3 
N ■ 12 




50.0 8.3 8.3 25.0 8.3 
N • 12 


22.8 40 * 28.1 8.8 3 

1 


33.3 16.7 25.0 16.7 8.3 
, N ■ 12 




16.7 33*3 33.3 0 16.7 
N • 12 


11 Q 4? 4 37 1 8 5 1 

f 






27,3 27.3 18.2 18.2 9.1 
N ■ 12 



CWHENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



61.2 ObUIn leglslatWi sup- 
port to increase funding 
for more personnel and 
broidir range of training 
opportunities at all 
levels . 

52.0 Lick of exit points in the 
currlcului which allow the 
^student.to leave (with recog- 
Alt'on) when the student has 
achieved to the highest level 
of his ability or fciploy- 
ability. 

62.1 EsUblish new policies 
at The Texas Education 
Agency level. ^ 

62.2 Establish such point for 
all students and stop 
counting "completers* on 
reporting as seven year 
certificate or two year 
degree. 

63.0'LKk of instructional mater- 
ials and modifications to 
meet the needs of handicapped 
students. I 



63.1 Provide training for 
faculty to make necessary 
modifications in materials 

63.2 Prepare and make avail- 
able materials which will 
enable a student to learn 
either by seeing or 
heirfng. 

64.0 Lack of knowledge regarding 
adapting the ctassroon to the 
handicapped student, or the 

^ handicapped student to the 

1 classroom, 

64. j Obtain a consultant to 
assist with adaptation. 



62.0 01 ) There Is a need for more 
flexibility for entry and exit for 



62.0 (3) This proble»n 1$ 
being taken care of 
through flexible entry 
programs. 




63.0 (9) Huch Is available If it 
could be identified ^by and used by 
1nstructors-M9a1n, there is a need 
for training Instructors. There is 
very little nesearch and strategies 
available for instructors to rffeet 
handicapped sMnts* needs 



63.0 (2) 
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AArIERS ANDRECOMENDATIONS 



SEVERITy OF BARRItR 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N . 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY Of IHPLENENTATION 
RATING BY PERCEffTAGE 



1 2 3 



5 



COWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERIH OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Nuibers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO kiGH 
^Nuibers of Respondents] 



64.2 Teach handicapped stu- 
dents to connuntcate^ their 
needs. 

64. J Provide* Insery ice 
training. 

64.4 Purchase limited adapt- 
able equlpaent with finan- 
cial aid available. 

65.(1 Lack of reasonable modifica- 
tion of general commty 
college schedules, requl te- 
nants and procedures. 

;6S.1 Place a person In each 
conunlt^ college »ho will 
^rmit mrt and better 
adapted programs *for the 
disabled. 

65. i: Establish an Open entry/ 
open exit program. 

66.0 Lack of reasonable modi flea 
tlon of classrocn and labora 
tory. 

66 J Place a person In each 
comnity college who wil 
pronote more and better 
adapted programs for the 
disabled. 

66,2 Involve vocational 
classes \n construction of 
speclaflzed equipment. 

BARRIERS UITNIN THE HELPING 
SYSTEM 

Vocational Materials and Equipment 



67 ..0 tack of adaptable equipment 
that will faclllUte teaching 
the handicapped. 

67.1 EsUbllsh a pool of ad- 
aptable equipment avail- 
able to various teachers 
on request. 

57.2 Secure funding for nr.. 
essary additional equip- 
ment. 



3.4 20.)l65,S ltl.3 2 



10.2 25.4 50.8 1 3.6 I 



26.3 42.1 ^4.6 7.0 3 



\ 



41,7 33,3 25.0 0 0 
N • 11 

\ 

25.0 33.3 33.3 0 8.3 
N • 12 

16,7 33.3 33.3 8.3 8.3 
N • 12 



25.0 8.3 41.7 16.7 8.3 
N ■ 12 



25.0 41 7 25.0 /V 8.3 
N .12 



27.3 9,1 45.5 9.1 9.1 
N ■ 11 



25.0 25.0 33.3 8.3 8.? 
N ■ 12 



36.4 54.5 9.1 0 0 
N ■ 11 



10.0 60.0 30.0 0 0 
N • 10 



65.0 (1) An easy obstacle to over- 
cow, yet often overlooked-such 
functional problems could discourage 
tudents froin even beginning. 



65.0 (3) 



66.0 (5) txample: typing tabks 
wheelchairs can fit under. Necessary 
for proper accessibility. 



66.0 (3) 



67.0 (5) Needs to be give a higher 
priority. Very severe with drafting 
students at present. 



67.0 (3) 



BADRIERS AND RECQMNQATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

I ? 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEKEHTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE ' 



1 2 3 



5 



C(MNTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED- TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nunbers of Respondents) 



68.0 Lack of electronic coiwunka- 14.3 19.6 5M 8.9 4 
tlon devices to assist the 
handicapped In understandtng^. 
participating and comni- 
citinQ. 

68.1 Obtain funds, and pro- 
note research and develop 
ment. 

69.0 lack of iwdified and adaptivtj 10.9 2S.5 5079 1? 7 5 
equipment for drafting stu- 
dents. 

69.1 Obtain funds (excess 
cost funding), proinote re- 
search and developMnt. 



70.0 Lack of special equipMnt 
Such as special seating, nat- 
erials. sound lighting, adap^ 
tat^on for wheelchairs. 

70.1 Obtain funds Excess 
cost funding), pVowte re^ 
search and developivnt. 

70.2 Involve the comnit^ 
and vocational classes in 
construction or acquisi- 
tion of equipment. 

71.0 Lack of funds to provide for 
special expenses such as 
special equipment. 

71.1 Obtain funds (excess 
cj^st funding), prowte re 
search and development. ' 

7].? Initiate special adap- 
tive devices with ^he in- 
dividual rather than the 
institution. 

71.3 Obtain more legislative 
support. 

72,0 Difficulty in using indepen- 
dent learning center where 
" cassette- taoe'i and si ide'i 
are used for self-paced 
learning. 

72.1 Hire work-stu^v ^.tu 



IS. 5 37.9 36.2 10.3 I 



29.8 42.1 22.8 5.3 3 



10 3 31 0 50.0 8.6 2 



( 



68.0 (2) The're ffV a great number of 168.0 (3) 
devices available that have not been 
tapped due 'to lack of awareness. 



18.2 54.5 18.2 9.1 0 
N • 11 



69.0 (6) Funds are needed for adap- 
tive equipment. 



69.0 (3) 



30.0 50.0 10.0 ICO 0 
N ■ 10 



70.0 (8f Additional funding Is 
needed. For the most part equipment 
Is available but money Is nol. 



m (2), 



27.3 27,3 36.4 9.1 0 
N ■ 11 

54.5 27.3 18.2 0 0 
H ' II 



10.0 60.0 20.0 10.0 0 
N • 10 



30.0 30.0 30.0 0, Ip.O'i 
N • 10 VI ' ' 



55.6 11,1 22.2 
N • 9 



7i:o''(l'V)>'ack of funds must be the 
fwst significant of all problems. 
Lack of knowledge about funding is a 
problem Jir in6it. ^ 



71.0 (21 



40,0 30.0 20,0 10.(i;;;0; * ) 
N « 10 )o ','■{■: 




il 



.T<6irih"is 15 .a. problem especial 1)72.0 (4) Where such centers 



,^me ^af. ■ Lacit, uf pr'operly de 
signep lliat^riil for .deaf students. 



exist, there is much 
lelp available. 



4 ;■ ■ 
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BARRIERS m RECOWENDATIONS 



SEVERlTt OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) Jf 

1 '3 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IHPLEHENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 ' 3 4 5 



COmENTS REGARDING RATING. OF SEVER^^IF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
[Nunters of Respondents) 



72:2 Provide 4)tern»te leirn^ 
ing ictlvltles. 

73.0 Pro6lt« In.MOrklng Hith din 
9«rous poMr c<)ut|)ient, hw- 
d11n9 of hMvy or difficult 
objKts, and coping mU^ dif 
fIcuU Morklng cond1t1j)ns 
(i.e., wtt floors) In yoc»- 
tloml tichnlcil libontorles 



73.1)f[rov1d( oriintit'lon for 
Instructors 

73.2 Chingi the progrin of 
the hindlcappid student 
Mho is obviously unsulted 
for the course. 

74.0 Inippropritte design of 
dissrooKS, libontorles and 
equlpMnt. 

74,1 Secure funding for nec- 
essary additional e<)u1p- 
Rent. 

74.:2 Nike necessary adapU- 

'.'tipns. 

75.0 Lack of spec-l«.W> des'lgned-; 
.tOQl's^and equljiiiiiBnt-..f^^ 
K;''ha''^fclpp«d studtnts. ' 



75.1 Rfsearth ihould be W 
Mted In the arN.of spe- 
cially designed too^ ind 
eQulPwnt 



50.0 50.0 0 0 0 
N • 12 



19.6 16,146.4 17.9 4 



0 



14,0 29 8 42.1 14.0 3 



* 17. 9 37,5 35'. 7 B. 9 4 



Si4 



75;^'lS*v,e)op.:i 's'yste« for vO; 
■(:aift(in|(;rl«furces slmllif 
.to'. We. Texas Learning Re^ 
'.^feu'ce Center (TEA) net-' 
tKjrk to locate resour-^ 



66.7 11.1 22.2 0 0 
N • 9 

55.633.3 11,1 0 0 
N ■ 9 



•8,3 25.0 58.3 8,3 0 
N • 12 

33.3 50,0 16,7 0 0 
N ' 12 



40.0 30.0 10.0 20,0 0 
N • 10 



54.5 36.4 9,1 0 0 



73,0 (6) 



1 



r 



74.0 (8) Labs were not designed for 
the^andkapped-especlally wheel-' 
chairs 



73.0 (2) This whole area- 
"U's too hard or dan* 
gerous for the handl cap- 
ped" -h exaggerated. l)n- 
a^are instructors and 
counselors can block an 
individual froi partici- 
pating and gaining skill 
for efnploywent with edu* 
cation on adapting safety 
devices, the participa- 
tion nay be feasible. 



74.0 (2)' 



75.0 (10) There should be sow manu- 
facturing group that could be .con- 
tracted with to design equlpwnt on 
an individual basis. Need for a 
central resource center to check out 
equipment. 



75.0 (1) 
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



SEVERITY Of BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N .- 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



EASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 



2 3 4 5 



COfflENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



lltTEO TOO LOH 
(Niitbers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numb^s of Respondents) 



76.0 tnidequate sptclal lighting 
or iignlf^lng and mechanical 
devices. 

76.1 Obtain funds (excess 
cost funding), promote. re- 
IHrch and dtvelopnentV 

77.0 Inadtquately deslgi^ed learn- 
^ ; Ing and Nork stations to 
accomodate the handicapped 
In vocational training 
courses. 

77.1 Obtain funding, promote 
research aad dmlopnent. 

78.0 lack of typi«a:|a;citit1^ 
available to ^twdfrt^^s 

78.1 Provide a learning 
center. 

78.2 Obtain funding. 

79.0 Inadequate provision of In- 
structional materials and 
equipment in appropriate 
media (j.e., special text- 
books, tapes and other iiater< 
lals designed for use by the 
handicapped). 

79.1 Obtain funding, promote 
research and development. 

79.2 Develop a system for vo' 
catlonal resources sinllar 
to the Texas Learning Re- 
source Center (TEA) net- 
work to locate resources. 

80.0 Lack of tactile napSi brail- 
ler, optacons, enlargers» 
and talking books. 

BO.UObtain these through re 
sources which make them 
available. 

81.0 Lack of special 1 ighting for 
interpreters to use wno wor 
with deaf students dunng 
films. 



7.3 34.5 47.3 10.9 5 



\ 



10.9 38.2 38.? 12.7 5 



4 

\l\ 12,1 51,7 24.1 2 



12.5 48.2 33,9 5.4 4 



16.7 40.7 29.6 13.0 6 



9 4 ?6.4 45,3 18,9 7 



10.0 80.0 0 10,0 0 
N ' 10 



9.1 54 J 18.2 18.2 0 



N 



61,5 23.1 15.4 0 0 
N • 13 

25.0 16.7 50.0 8.3 0 
N > 12 



27,3 18,2 45.5 9,1 0 
N • 11 

54,5 36,4 -9.) 0 0 
N • 11 



80,0 20,0 0 0 
N ' 10 



76.0 (6) Needed by visually impaired 
students to assist in education. 



76.oV) 



77.0 (6) Physical barriers pose huge 
problems. There is a need for good 
models to adapt to existing facili- 
ties. 



78.0 (4) Some students just can't 
write. Typing could be a means of 
support if the person had the exper- 
ience. ^ 



79.0 (7) 



77.0(3) 



78.0 (3) 



79.0 (1) 



80.0 (7) These should be mandatory 
purchases since this represents eye- 
sight, 



Bl 0 (2) One piece of equipment can 
change this. 



80.0 (0) 



81,0 (4) 
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BARRIERS AND RECOWNOATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATED BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 


t 

FEASIBILITY Of IHPLEHENTATION 
RATED BY PERCENTAGE 


COWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIER 


1 2 3 4 5 


RATED TOO LOW 
. (Kusters of Respondents ) 


RATtD TOO HIGH ■ . 
(Ntmbers of Respondents 




30.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 0 
N • 10 

t 






32,1 33.9 28,6 5,4 4 
\ 




82.0 (8)'Ho5t adninlstrative units 

IP* r AC r\/\fi/i i nn einwlu Inrxl nroCo' 

die rc)puiKiiiiy )iup(jf. LUvQ 1 ^1 

sure is needed. Bring in advocacy 
and protective services (state bar, 
developmental disabilities) to tell 
board about 94-142. 504 and rights 
of the handicapped, 1 


82. u ,3) 


< 


25.0 41. 7 16.7 8'.3 8,3 
N » 12 

36.4 36,4 9.1 0 18.2 
N ]\ 

* 


) 

/ 


1 

• 




58.3 25.0 8.3 8.3 0 
N ■ 12 






19,3 ,45.6 24.6 10.5 3 


60,0 0 20,0 10.0 in.o 
N • 10 

50.0 33.3 8 3 8.3 0 
N • 12 

18.2 36.4 36.4 9.1 0 
N - 11 


• \ 

83.0 (13) Local job market study . ^ 
badly needed. Must im eniployer' 
needs to design appropriate prtigrams. 
Need for program specialist between 
Industry and training program. 

H 


83, C '0,1 

1 

1 r 
*. 

i 

1 

1 

■ 


16 4 34,5 40,0 9 1-5 


tr 


I 

84.0 (6) Slavish addiction to the 
lecture form, even in technical/vo- 
cational areas which bars the use of 
nev^ and needed technology Heed 
additional research 


34.0;.5' 




U 3 1? ^ ?B 6 U 3 ^ 


f 





61.1 Obtain funding (excess 
cost funding). 

Research ' 

82.0 An ufiMllltngness on ti)e part 
of the acadonic comunlty at 
the Adilnlstratlve and Board 
level to aggressively r^ 
search the needs of the haf(- 
' dicapped In their district-- 
\Cii budget priority. 

^ 82.1 Apply for grants to col 
leges to fund research 
and need Identification 
of disabled students. 

82.2 Provide funded graduate 
level seminars and work- 
shops with graduate cre- 
dit to be conducted dur- 
ing working hours. <#■ 

82.^ Conduct a n^eds assess- 
nient and present to the 
governing board. 

83.0 Lack of research In area of 
anployer needs 



83.1 Apply to local civic 
groups for funding. 

83.2 Detennlne employnent 
needs so training can be 
directed towards these 
areas. 

83:3 Assign this responsibi- 
lity to the Texas Rehab- 
ilitation Coflwission 

84»0 Inadequate learning techno- 
logy: ^'^ack of learning 
aides and technology to ac- 
commodate specific mpair- 
ments. 

84.1 Provide funds hr 
.)uate research 



EKLC 



BARRIERS MO RECOIweNOATIONS 



84.2 Apply current research^ 
ind ttchnoloqy (techno- 
not lacking) 

CounttHng.placwent and >ol1oyjp 



B5.0 Lack of rwlistlc counseUng 
and 9oa1 setting 

85,1 Provide training for 
counselors. 

85.Z'Secure specially train- 
ed counselors. 

B6.0 lack of diagnostic, counsel- 
ting, and health centers on 
the cominlty college ca^ws 

86.1 Employ and/or train 
appropriate personnel and 
monitor to see that ser- 
vices are provided. 

86.2 Nake adilnl strati on. 
attare of the laws. 

87.0 Inadequate prevocational ex- 
ploration background Infor- 

* nation, and exposure to the 
world of work. 

87,1 Provide adequate prevo- 
. cational exploration, 
background infomation 
and exposurevto the >orld 
of wofk at the high 
school;*\IeveI . 

87 2 :P!rovifle for student vo- 
" caflooaV evaluation and 
counseling. 

8'. 3 Provide nore preservlce 
training in, universities 
regarding resources avail 
able to the handicapped, 

I 0 jck of adequate evaluation 
nd diagnosis before making 
;)reer decisions, 



SEVERITY Of BARRIER/ 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N . 60) S 
2 3 4 NR 



22.^6.6 25.9 5.2 2 



13.8 37,9 36.2 12.1 2 



29.8 38,6 26.3 5.3 3 



KASIBILITY OF lHPLE«NTATtON 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE ■ 

1 2345' 

77.8 22.0 0 0 0 
N • 9 



23,2 42 9 28,6 5.4 



76.9 7.7 15.4 0 0 
N • 13 ' 

53.8 30,8.15.4 0. 0 
N • 13 



53,8 7,7 23,1 7,7 7,7 
N • 13 ■ 



69,2 7.7 23,1 0 0 
N ■ 13 



83,3 8,3 8,3 0 ' 0 
N • 12 



66,7 25, (J 8.3 0 0 
N • 12 

nh 18.2 9,1 '<) 0 



85.0 (7) There are too few .trained 
counselors on campus. Adoption of 
career education nodel would help. 



86.0 (9) Need iwre funds and better 
trained counselors. Very expensive 
but very beneficial to the handi- 
capped. 



C0M1ENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Nui^rs of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nuibers of Respondents) 



85.0 (2) 



87.0 (10) This 'Should be a top 
priority area. Hore coordination is 
needei) at all levels. Better sute 
guidelines. 



88.0 (11) Very few resources of this 
nature are available on the com- 
munity college campus. Career dec i 
sions still a shot in the dark--al- 
tholjgh improving. 



86,0 (2) 



87.0 (3) 



88,0 (2) 
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BARRIERS AHO R£CW£NOATI0NS 



SEVERITY Of BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N ■ 60) 



2 3 



0 



NR 



EASIBILITY OF INPLEHfNTATlON 
RATING BY PERCENTAfiE 

1. 2 3 4 5 



C0H1ENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
'(Nuibers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nuibert of Respondent) 



88.1 Facilitate exchange of 
inforiMtlon among igencies 
and codwnlty colleges 

88.2 Provide counseling. ' 

)9.0 Inadequate counseling and 
guidance services to help 
handicapped students cope 
witn the educational environ- 
ment. 

89.1 Pro^de training for 
counselors and secure spe 
dally trained counselors 

89.2 Increase number of coun 
selors. 

♦ 

90.0 lnade<)ijate definition of job 
entry level skllflPneeded by 
the client to perform In se- 
lected careers 

91.0 Inadequate training in Job 

seeking and Interviewing 
* skills 

91.1 Establish top priorities 

for rehabilitation ser- 
• vices to provide onqoi'ng 
support- for harfdicapped 
students in early years 
of training and job ex- 
perience. 

92.0 Inappropriate placenent of 
students in vocational areas 
to provide instructors >^1th 
required number of jtudents 

92.1 Be more concerned about 
. quality of li'aining 
rather than numbers. 

93.0 Lack of trained counsalyrs 
on camplis to work with dis- 
abled students 

93. 1 Provide trainmq for 
^ counselors and sr.ure sne 
ciallv tri'npd -ounsolors 



12.3 43.9 35.1 8.8 3 



19.0 25.9 46.6 8.6 2 



17.? 41.4 \?.9 3.4 I 



10.3 17.2 41,4 31.0 2 



\l.2 44.8 29J B.6 ? 



72.7 18.2 9.1 0 0 
N - 11 

(3.6 36.4 3 0 0 
N • 11 



66.7 16.7 16.7 0 0 
N • 1? 

31.3 25.0 33.3 8.3 0 
N • 12 



83.3 B.3 8.3 0 
N > 12 



58.3 25.0 16,7 0 0 



89.0 (10) Services of qualified coun 
selors for t^e handicapped are lack- 
ing-too iwny politics are interfer- 
ing and preventing hiring of person- 
nel. 



89.0 (2) 



90.0 (11) Scientific job analysis'is 90.0 (3) 
crucial to all technical vocational 
programs. Need for program special- 
sts. Too /ew trained, knowledgeable 
counselors. 

Jl.O (10) Again points to the need 91.0 (2) 
'or providing trained and knowledge- 
able counselors. 



58,3 25.0 16.7 0 0 , 
N • 12 



92.0 (5) This does happeji^. Jtudents 
are not giver\ enough dho^ce in areas 
of interest and are charinelejl into 
existing areas. ^ , ^ 



93.0 (11) yithout trainfed^counselors 
colleges cannot serve the needs of 
the handicapped adequately. Need 
more funds. 



92.0 (4) 



93.0%) 



imm AND REC0MMENQATI3NS 



SEVERITY OF. BARRIER 
RATING By PERCENTAGE 
(N » 60) 

1 2-3 4 NR 



FEfilBlLlTy OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

X 

■ 1 2 3 4 5 



C0WENT5 REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOy 
(Numbers of Respondents; 



RATED TOO HIGH " 
(Numbers of Respon4ents)' 



93.2 Encourage nandicapped 
students Co use counsel [nq 
services. 

« 

)4.'0 Lac)( 3^ individual counsel- 
ing sessions for handicapped, 
Uudpnts 

94.1 Provide regularly sche- 
duled counseling ses>ions 
for handttapped students 

94.2 Provide workshops to 
assist counselors. 

)5.0 Lack of adequate career and 
vocational information and 
Job forecasts with respect 
to disabilities. 

95.1 Develop a better system 
of dtsseminatlon of voc*- 
tional and career infor- 
(nation with Job forecasts 

95.2 Develop a directfon sys 
tern for vocational re- 
sources similar to the 
Texas Learning Resource 
Center (TEA) nti^n to 
locate all available re- 
sources. 

95.3 Develop researcn In thrs 
area. 

96.0 Inability of the counselor 
to conmunicat^e'with deaf 
' students. 

96.1 Employ or train counse- 
lors who can comnunicate 
with deaf students 

97.0 Inadequate support systeti^s 
such as'therapy groups' to en 
courage attendance m school 

: 9M 'r^ln counselor', ' j jro 
. ■ vide 'Ms^i '.er.Kf'' 

97 t Privide i Urjef- 



!4 0 29.8 40:4 15,8 3 



23 2 35.7 32.1 8,9 4 



26.3 28,1 29.8 15.6 " 3 



l3.5'27 6 41.4 i5 S 2 



83.3 ib.r 0 ■ 0^ 0 
f, = 12 ' 



sc. 5 27': 3 9,1 0 9,1 
\ ']] 

6,' IG,: 20 0 10.0 0 
.S .13 



63.6 16.2 18,2 0 0 
N ' !1 



45 5 45,5 -9.1 0 
N • 11 



3: ' 30," 30.0 10,0, 0 
N ' 10 ' 



]l i 27,3 27.-3 9. 
N >■ 11 



]': J 36,- 'I IB 2 9 



94.0 (7) Too often individual coun- 
seling occurs too late-it should be 
ongoing. ' 



95.0 (9) Need more counselors for 
tKe Handicapped , . 



96.0 (8] Deaf students' needs are 
Just as important as any other stu- 
dents' needs. Need more qualified 
counselors. 



97-0 (7) There is^i need for ongoing 
therapy, . , 



94.& '41 A handicapped 
person can always get 
counseling if they want 
it. 



95.0 {2' 



96. 



57,0 ; 



BARRIERS AND RECOWENDATIONS 



SEVERITy OF BARRIER 

RATED PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 2 3 { NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATED BY PERCENTWE 

V 2 3 4 5 



COmENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF 8ARRURS 



RATED TOO LOW 
of Respondents) 



RATED TOO m 
(SMii()ens of Respondent^ 



98.0 Inadequate cominuatlor 
Kith Instructor regafjiing 
varying degrees of hirtdi- 
• capping conditions and. the 
' ilmUatloni invoWeC. 

< 93.^ Trair. counjelo-s :o con- 
ifuntcate with instructors 
regarding hanQ\cappinu 
condUions 

a. I Make a resourcn person, 
or consul want.responsi- , 
.tie 

99. C Inadequate reparation for 
the psychologual and physi- 
cal demanos o^ beina a 
"iiorke*' 

ii. 1 Provide inservice tram 
ing for counselors to pre 
pare student to iwet de- 
mands of being a "wdrker" 

99.2 Provide regularly sche- 
duled counseling sessions 
during the vocational 
tra-inlng. 

* 99.3 Increise e«iphasis on 
public school career edu- 
cation and vocational 
program developiient and 

opportunities for parti- 
cipation by handicapped 
student; 

100. C Vocational or occupational 
' O-jectives. d''? y-ten >el- 

ecteJ without adequate aware- 
ness 0* the impact of tne 
disability on the joD. 

100 ' Experienced counseHng 
w'tri a realisM: approach 
S'lou'i dSVit students in 
^'lectin.; vOfdMon^i ot>- 



37.3 4?.4 5.1 1 




36.? 31.; 



34 5 34 S 8.6 I 



5j,C 0 I 33.3 8.3 0 , 



58.3 2S,C 8,3 8.3 0 

N ■ 1 ; ^ 



50.0 33.0 16,' 0 • 0 
N ■ 12 



33 3 y. 3 3,3 C 0 



96.0 [I)- 



99.0 (10) Many handicapped persons 
hlive been sheltered and must be sc 
prepared. : 



r 



i , 

100.0 (6) This is true in highly in- |IOj >v? 
dustnal areaj. ' Vocational assess- 
ment is needfa along with hands-or 
experiences, Nefid for caij^ful plan 
ning with traif|a' counsefd'rs,^, 



' J . .; J\ A large pa-", tnr 

^T^r Very ' ;ttSt t' 'd' 



I 



BARRIERS AND RICOHHENDATIONS 



SEVERITY or BARRIER 
RATING Bf PERCENTAGE 
(N - 60) • 

1 2 3 < NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEHENTATION 
RATIK6 BY PERCENTAGE 

vl J 2 3 4 5 



COWENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondefts) 



RATED TOO HlfiH ' 
(Numbers of Responaents) 



7 



101.1 Rmirch and develop^ 
flient of diignostlcs for 
adults with leirnlng dis- 
abilities should be con- 
ducted. ' 4' 

101-.2 Assist i'n skill dev- 
elopMnt techniques. 

102.0 Inadequate training for han 
diCApped persons in deve- 
loping life long planning 
skills 

103.0 Laci( of contact »<1th the^ 
hoflw to keep the family . 
aware of the student's ad- 
justMnt and progress- 

10J.1 Place renewed em- 
phasis on this barrier 

104.0 Lack of support services of 
counseling, advising and 
' self-help groups to provide 
coping and adaptive skills 
for school environment and 
Mork environments. 

104.1 Create handicapped 
"clubs" for students 
where they can exchange 
ideas about coping. 

104.2 Provide workshops to 
help counselors with this 

105.0 Lack of rKruitinent of 
other handicapped students 
by successful handicapped 
students 

105.1 Provide funds to de- 
velop such counseling 
services. 

106.0 Counseling needed to direct 
students to appropriate 
programs, to explore quail 
flcations for programs,* to 
determine costs and schol- 
arships available. 



19.3 28.1 49.1 3.5 3 



7.1) 21 t 56.1 15.B 3 



10.3 34.5 46.6 8.6 I 



10.3 22 4 44.8 22.4 I 



10.7 30,4 48.2 10.7 4 



2S.a25.0i3.3 8 3 8-3 
N-^12 



33.3]33t3'33.3 0 0 
N • k 



4\' 



33.3 8,3 41.7 16.7 0 
N - 12 



50.0 25.0 25.0' 0 . 0 
N " 12 



41,7 33.3 25.0 0 0 
N » 12 



16.7 16.? SO.O 0 .16.7 
N = 12 



102.0 (3)Mnstitutions are lacking 
in thi^ area for "the totaV popula- 
tion, not just the handicapped^ 

lOJ.O (2) 



104.0 (7) Without these services u 
will be extrewly difficult to 
achieve one's goal if one is sev- 
erely disabled. 



02,0M3, 



03.0 (6) Contact with 
home is not needed. ^ 



104.0(31 



105.0 (2) Hore emphasis should be 
placed or this type of recrutiment 



lOS'.O (5) 



106.0 (61 This will eliminate alot 
of headaches if ithe student is cour 
seled properly. 



106.6 (2) 
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Provlde^unds to ii- 
vdop such counseling ' 
^ r ^ $irvices. .f ^ 

: I 106.2 [ievelppi»a systet for 
I * vocitlona. r^ources siti- 
\ ^- lir to tne Texii .Uimlng* 
Risourte Centef (TEA) to 
locite lll^VatUble,'*^ 

SliXtgnt Ac:fl(inHn3 Systw 

lO/to Lick of an ideouite $yst« 
of reportin; studAits to 
Coordlnatlnj Board and TEA; 
zmfrX systei d0€s not . 
Identify hindlcapped stu-." 
dents arvl in turn does not 

.^provide additional funds 
for provisions of special 

^ services. 



^ SEVERITY OF ^lER 
' 'Wiimi PERCENTAGE ' 



FEASIBILITY OFS^HPLEWNTATiON 
RATINI BY PERCENTAGE 

1 2 I S 



1.07,1 Develoo a nethod of 
accounting for students 

Lack of Ftnanc:a iiesources 

1D8.0 lacii o' financial resources 
to oa.v 'Hin; expenses, tui' 
tion, oooks, etc, , ano for 
expense? ridatinq to the • 
nandicac itse'^ 

108.1 The Texas RehabllUa- 
tjon Aoenc) , Comnission 
fo' the dofl other 
state agencies need to' be 
iwore •ibera*'' of accep- 
tance c' C'^en^i 

? 103. Wo'"e '^cilative sup- 



who -^^J^ 



26,8 26.8 12. \ 14.3. 4 



0 



?S.5 34.5 3:. 7 7.3 .5 



3f?.4 9.1 36,4 9.1 i.l 

hll h 36.4 '0 .^^ 



4 



45.5 45,5 9.1 0 0 
N • 11 



IP..: 36.4 36. A 0 



54,^ 18.2 18.2' . 3 9,1 



. 4' 



COMCNTS ItEGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOU 
(Nuriwrs of Respondents; 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nmters of 'Respondents) 



107.0 (8)^ A systen of reporting 
tould be "an effective tool in en- 
hancing enrollMnt.. 



10:.0 {V strongly dis- - 
^agree with approach. High 
schools should work with 
appropriate agencies 
(Texas Renabilitatlon Corh 
mission, Texas Comiss'lon 
for the Blind. Texas Co«w 
ilssion for the^Wif. etc.) 
to access resources avail- 
able. No systea exists 
(although one is proposed) . 
to identify tiandicipped 
sto3ents in a mains treane^l 
setting. , 



108.0 f^) >^nre staff need to get in-llSo 
volved in this. Not enougn Is knowr 
about now to access agencies. 



BARRIERS m '^[COmENOATlONS 



SfVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
;n • 60) h 

1 2 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILJy OF IlfLEHEKTATlON 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4 5 



COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF .SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



/ RATED TOO LOW 
(Nwbers of Respondents) 



' RATED TOO HIGH 
iNiNbers of Respondcots) 



JARRIEPS KITHIN SOCIETY \ 
Lack of l(n(5»le<l^ Aboul^ i 

1010 LacL coordinaHon aM 
Idmtjfkit^on of copunity 
rifirral a9en:ies. 

109.1 Publish ) director) 
for the arei served by 
ee.h coaiwnily colieoe 

109.! aesigna:^ a airiiru^''^ 
on-cawous counselor t*' 
hav£ inforiMtion availabtej 

IIO.O Lack of awreness In- j 
provewents avii'able through! 
^ehaoilitatlon engineering | 
by handicapoca oersons. 
thel' famH^es. orofessors 
and re'^ab^litat'Ofl personne 



1)0.) Distribution of publi- 
cations by reserach and 
Qevelopment apcies to 
consumers a?td consuflier 
agencies. 

ir 0 lacf^ of coor^linatlon of ser- 
vice- between tne instltu- 
tior and th^ providers of 
social services to focus . 
coiinon resources on need^ 
of the handlcapoed. 

111.1 Establish interagency 
conmutees. 

111. 2 Designate a liaison 
person and complement with 
comjnlty research cow- * 
ponent. , j 

112.0 Lack 0^ infonwtion avail- ; 
able rpga^din^j the resources^ 
to assfst the handicapped. 
I.e., transportation, nied'-^ i 
personal care, etc ! 



33.2 40.0 3.t 



30.9 52.' 7.3 5 



2uJ 32.7 J8.2 9.1 J> 



C 41.5 37.^ 3.8 7 



109.0 (9; 3etter coordlnatlon woold |109.3 
permit better prograns. Tnere Is a J" 
new to publicize tort. 



Ss.j 33 



0 0 



33,3 50,0 16.7 0 0 
N • li 



20.0 50.0 30.4 0 > 0 

50.0 20.0 30,0 0 0 
N ■ 10 



I 



110.0 (6; Severe because a barrier 
could be eliminated with such kncw- 
leoge. Disagree with wrdin;: 
should be a lack of services pro- 
vided by TRC to work with iV. my. 
of handlcapoing conditions, also c 
lack of a nmmn resource agency with 
knowledge of needs of fanilies C 
the handicapped. 



110.0 



111,0 (8' Coordination should be i [11 ',0 '3) 
top prlorit). 



112.0 (6) 



i2.: (11 



5- 
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imm AND RECOIftEIIOATIQllS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BT PERCENTAL 
(H'M) 

1 2 3 r NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEKHTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTXfiE 

1 >l 3 4 5 



CMfNTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOM 
(Niibtrs of Respondents) 



RATED TOO NIGH 
(Niitwrs of Respondents) 



112.1 EsUbllsl) tnterigency 
conlttMs/ 

112.2 Provide trinsportitlon 
isslsUnce. 

UttltudiMl Befrlers 

113.0 Attltudlnil birHers «Mch 
wMid not illoi i MCll 
trained student to function 
In Industry 

113.1 EstibUsh in effective 
public iMrenelS CMpdS"' 

114.0 Pitronlzlng ittltude on the 
pert of society. 

114.1 Provide Mre public 
relittOAs Infomtlon. 

114.2 Provide preservlce 
triintng in universities 
.tif chmte ittitudes of 
educators . 

115.0 Eidusion of hindicepped 
students by non-lMndl capped 
Individuals 

11S.1 Provide mre public 
Infomatior.. 

116.0 Indifferent Nlthm society 

116.1 Provide mqre public 
InfonMllor, 

117.0 Eiployers or jw/ents who 
MOuld not al V ^ndicapped 
mudents coipletlnq child 
''ViiopMnt or child csrt 
^ffiorSes to be responsible- 
for children 

ir.i orovldf a weU -timed'] 
e^*ectiv{ ou^''c awarenes; 
cimcunr it fpie'al. 
Stat';, af' 'O'.i , '.evels | 



40.0 30.0 30.0 0 0 
N».10 

18.2 36.4 45.5 0 0 
•N - ^11 



16.7 35.2 38.9 9.3 6 



16.7 37.5 33.9 12.5 4'» 



10,5 22.8 49J 17.5 3 



12:5 32.1 48,2 7.1 4 



17. C 28,3 41.5 13,2 7 



63.6 27.3 . 9.1 0 0 
N ■ 11 



69.2 15.4 7.7 0 7,7 
N ■ 13 

61.5 15,4 23.1 0 0 
N ■ 13 



61.5 23.1 0 15.4 0 
N ■. 13 



69.2 1 5.4 0 15.4 0 
N • 13 



60,9 20. C 10. C 10,0 0 
N = 10 



11i3.0 (9) Attitudinal barriers would 
definitely keep.an individual froi 



getting a Job 



114.0 (3) Poor attitude tOMrds the 
handicippid. There is a need for 
aaireMSs and public education. 



3.0 (3) Attitudinal bir- 
iers cannot be rwved by 
coMnity college. 



14.0 13) 



5.0 (5) Mhlle no one wuld like to 
a(hiU to this, it is probably nre 
prevalent thin m believe. Should 
be rated at iNSt 2.00. 



116,0 17) Changes do not occur un- 
less awareness Is experienced. 



115.0 (4) 



117,0 (3) 



116.0 (4) 



117.0 (i: 
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BARRIERS AND RECOMNDATIONS: 



SEVERITY or BARRIER 
RATIHG BY PERCEKTAGE 
(N-60) 

1 2 3 i NR 



FEASIBILITY OF WLEHEHTATIOK 
RATIMGBY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4 5 



UXtCNTi REGARDING RATING OF SEVERIH OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOU 
(NMiri)ers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nuibers of Respondents) 



118.0 Ntoitlve ittltudcs. toward 
^ tht hindlcippcd (Includes 
parents of hind1cipped» 
tNChers or professors, ei- 
p1oyers» ind fell on workers) 

IIBJ Provide systmtic 
iducitlon of the public 
through iidli ' 

119.0 ludfquite expectations (d^ 
pendency rither thin Inde 
pendency Is reinforced by 
society) 

119.1 Provide for In preser- 
vlce education and ex- 
perience. 

Inadequate Leadership 

120.0 CoMunlty Vved by CoMn- 
Ity College nay not realUf 
the need to sene adult han- 
dicapped, I.e., little or nc 
pressure on the college tp 
provide senlces. 

120.1 Utilize HISS iedia to 
iike comnlty aMre of 
the need for programs* 
create concern and Inter- 
est In their «e11 -being 
* (such as Child Find) 

Media Barriers 

121.0 Lack of public education on 
handicapping conditions 

121.1 Provide public rela- 
tions prograiw and infer 
nation to the public, 

121.2 Use case studies in 
public advertising to as* 
sist the disabled person, 
i e. , stories about the 
director of the Veterans 
AdministratioHi 



10.5 42.1 38.6 8.8 3 



12.S 39.3 39.3 8.9 4 



19.0 31.0 41.4 8.6 2 



3b.l 28.1 28.1 8.8 3 




50.0 33.3 8.3 8.3 0 
N - 12 



41.7 16.7 41.7 0 0 
N • 12 



66.7 25.0 8.3 0 0 
N « 12 



56.7 8.3 25.0 0 0 
N - 12 

50-0 25.0 25.0 0 0 
N ' 12 



18.0 (3) 



18.0 (2) 



.19.0 (10) There is a need for appra 
priate nethods to foster indepen 
dency without rejection. 



, 119.0 (1) Hy experience 
^HJ ')wn that there is a 
high degree of unrealistic 
expectatlons-both too 
puch or too little. 



120.0 (4) Hjthout coawnity expres* 
sion of strong Interest changes are 
difficult to achieve. 



121.0 (10) Hore public education Is 
needed here. 



20.0 (2) 



121.0 (2) 



BARRIERS AND RtCOWtNOAIIOHS 



SEVERIiy OF BARRIER 
JIATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N - 60) 

1 2' 3 4 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IH'/,tHEllTATION 
RATING BY PEP^.EMAGE 



1 v2 3 



5 



COmENTS REGARDING Rr;\C OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATE& TOO LOW 
(Niiibers of Respondents; 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



Trinsportatlon ^ 

122.0 Lad of adequate irjnsporta 
t)On provi.sloos to and froB 
the coipunity col leg* and 
dtMn it V 



122.1 Secure necessary funds 
for transportation Sfstem 

122.2 Involxp the coiwjnUy 

122 '3 Should be addressed by 
• a coordinated pubHc ; 
transportation system 
^ich is accessible to the 
full spectrum of students 
with handicapping condi* 
tions. For each cf the 
facilities wntioned to 
try to initiate Us own 
transportation Is very ex- 
peniive and not usually 
"cost^effective. Helping 
System should be able to 
purchase transportation 
services fror, the acces.- 
sible transportation. 

123.0 Transportation to Job 
training facilit; 

123.1 Include transportatior 
in excess costs fo'^ i«a in- 
streaming. 

123.2 Conduct a needs as- 
sessment. 

124.0 Transportat'ion to einplo/- 
ment. , 

124.1 Include t'-^nsporta^ 

tion cosv for 



32.8 2;. 6 31.0 8.6 2 



24.6 28,1 36,8 10.5 3 



23 ? 32 1 33.9 10,7 4 



33.3 16.7 3,3 D 
.33..3;i&.3 a.3, ,0- q 
6l7"8 3'i5.0 ^0 ' 0 



! • 1 



16.7 -1.7 33.3 8.3 0 
i: ' 12 

;i,7 25.0 16.7 3.3 0 
^ » 12 



r,,l 33.3 11,1 0 



22.0 (12) There is a big nee: fo' 
•ore buses vans, or mini buses, to 
get to and froi the cownunity col- 

eqe. Iiflportant for deaf stJerts. 
^here can be nothing without trans- 
portation-but service Bust t)e v- 
eel lent for handicapped students 



22.0 (3) 



123,0 (8) If you can't get to work 
you can't work and individual become? 
more dependent on society. 



123.0 (I) 



124,0 (9),/There is a need fo*- public 
transportation. 



124.0 



BARRIERS MO REUMNDATIONS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER. 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 2 n 4 NR 



EASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING, PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3 4 5 



'CfllkliyS..^^^ SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Resporvdents) 



DwplQjfient Birr lets 

t2S.O UiiMilHngness of a^)1oyers 
in prtvite busintss to pro^ 
vidt personnel issisunce 
(idvocites) for the hand I - 
cipptdt 

125.1 Conduct a'susUlned 
ci^Mlgn of education of 
potential aiiployers 

125.2 ResHtch should pro- 
vide statistics to indi- 
cate that personnel assis- 

.tance will help business. 

126.0 UMllllngness of e^)1oyers 
In private business to pro- 
^ vide financial support for 
the handicapped. 

126.1 Provide tax credits 
for extri expenses em- 
ployers encounter In 
training the handicapped. 

127,0 Inability to earn «oney In 
part time eiploy«ent Mhlle 
attending school 

127.1 Plan with study 
prograi ^nd set up- a Job 
placamt for Dantfl capped. 

t27.2 Provide part time e»* 
ployinent In the school 
system. 

128.0 Poor* prospects of obtaining 
a Job ifter conjpletion of 
study. 

128 J These m]i it Im- 
proved by cireful selec- 
tion ot training program, 

Iffl.Z Establish top prlorl- 
'ties for rehabilitation 
services to provide on- 
going support for handi- 
capped students in early 
years of training .tnd job 
experience.. 



14,5 32.7 40.0 12,; 5 



26,0, (3)., Ihefe.'ls' little, support 
fo(n, l()cius,try;- ' ' 



125,0 14) 



33.3 41.7 16.7 C 8,3 > '-'I 
N • 12 ' 

33,3 33,3 8.3 *16,7 8,3' 
N » 12 



15.1 28.3 37,7 18.9 7 



30.0 20.0 ^0.0.20','C lO.'O 
■H' 10 I . 



9.1 23,6 54.5 12,7 5 



36.* 19,2 45,5 0 0 
N,' U 



45,5 27,3 27.3 0 .'0 .■, 



11. 1 38.9 40.7. 9.3 i- 



36.4 45.5 18,2 0- • 5.', 
36.4 45.5 18,2 0 .■ 0 , 



> ' 



26.0 fJ) 



\ 0 , 



126.C (5) tipldyeh 
should not :'b«, expected to. 
subsidize any «n[|Ayee. 



127,4 

I 



.128,1) (6,),l\e5\jlts fnw little or un- 
reili'stic planning, career choice, 
ett;, durlflg initiation of services. 



128,C (2) .C(«p8nl<}s are.'., 
trying to 'filt their. _ .■ 
quota 
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BARRIERS ANO RCCQKNDATKMS 
♦ 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
UTIN6 BY PERCENTAGE 
(N-60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



fEASIBlLITy Of IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

I 2 3' 4 5 . 



COmtNlS REGARDING RATING 0^ SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



. RATED TOO LOU 
(Nurters of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGll 
(Nuflibers of Respondents) 



-29.0 Sttriotjfpins by society » 
l.t;, "You have diabetes 
Uus you're (irobibly goln^ 
to bt I poorer Morker*, 
'lou'll cause us to have to 
pay Mghr. insur'ince'i/You 
can't learn like the 
othtrs% '111 have to spew 
' additional ttevmyouV 

129.1 Provlde^publ 1c educa- 
tion re9ard1oQ the capabi 
. Httes of the handicapped 

130.0 Unir1t11n9ne$s of .«p1oyers 
to hire the hear1n9 I1- 
palrtd. 

130.1 Provide public educa- 
tion regarding the capabi 
titles of thedNf, 

'130.2 Change OSM rules. 

131.0 Handicapped are routed Into 
Nov saliry end low pres- 
tige' ixatlons 

131.1 Provide carnr Infor- 
latlon to counselors aM 
students. 



32.7 32.7 29.1^5.5 5 



19.3.33.3 40.4^^^^: 



22.4 2S.9 43.1 8.6 2 



30.4 37.5 28.6 3.6 4 



132.0 Eiiployers are unwIHing to^ 
accept handicapped persons 
\, In their c^)1oy due to lack 
\ of, sufficient Infonitloo 
f regarding hendlcipping con- 
Vltlons. 

l'^>r Conduct a public can- 
^Igrv regarding the abl- 
' ' 'HtlesVof the handicapped. 

'';J32.? mvl^e ei^iloyers In- 
' ,foTi»itoii Regarding the 
> : handftij^H cond 1 1 Ions 

Afc)itt*:#tl'' llkSth 

1^V0:'^WtfCttffa^:%rterj whlc^ ?8.1 3fi.8 29,8 

A \ ;\'.lrMl\fcf: it«(l«flt tt function 
% ;'',in..fi«totfe.. I ' 



5,3 3 



58.3 16.7 16,7 0 8.3 
N . 12 



66.7 16^7 fi.3 &:3: d.- ■ 

N ■ 12 



8.3 16.7 58.3 16,7 O' 
N '12 



46.2 38. S 1S,4 0 0 



58.3 25,0 0 16.7 0 

66.7 25.0 B.J 0 0 
N • 12 



29.0 (7) Need for public education. 
Vocitionil educators do not worli wit^ 
business people and the cowunity to 
develop realistic expectations. 



129.0 (2) 



130.0 (3) 



131.0 (4) 



132.0 (9) Need for providin<) wrk- 
shops to business and industry on 
these areas. 



V 



130.0 (3) 



131.0 (2) 



132.,fl (5) 



133.0 (5) The problem is severe, but 
industry is changing! to meet needs 
Pressure and educational activities 
must be consistent. 



133,0 (3) 



; BAMIERS AND RECOKNOATKiS 



sEvEftiTT QF mm 

RATIHG BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

1 ? 3 4 NR 


ffASIBlLin OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BV PERCENTAGE - 


COmENTS REGARDING RATING OF^SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 


1 2' 3 4 5 


RATED TOO LOU , 
^ (}kgbir\ of Respondents) * 


R^ItU lUU nlbfi 

(Npbers of Respondents) 




•41,'7 33,3 25.0 0 0 
N • 12 


f 0 




/ . 

24.6 42,129,8 3,5 3 


41,7 33.3 25.0 0 0 
N > 12" • 

41.7^3 33.3 0 16.7 
N • 12' 


i 

I ■ 

134.0 (4) Federil laviindites \ 


34.0,(4) . 


t 

21.1 43.9 24.6 1 0.5 3 

1 

"J 


33.3 25.0 41 ? 0 0 i 
N • 12 

66.7 25.0 8,3 0 0 
N • 12 

16.7 33 3 41.7 8.3 ' 0 
N'12 


11^ 0 (3) Funds are limited bv HUG. 


f 

135,0 (3) 


12.7 34,5 43.6 9.1 5 




136.0 Hunin development courses 
iddress this probici ind shoul^o te 
required by all handicapped students. 

1 


136.0 (3) 


P 


41,7 16,7 33.3 8 3, fl 
N • 12 







133.1 Mork Mith the City 
Planning Otpartrnt as 
mil as IndUiduil busi- 
ntsses. 

133.2 Enforce currtAtTivs 

133.3 Give Un credits to 
rwve barriers. 

134.0 Buildings are inaccessible 
biKaust they art not bar- 
ritf fret 

134 J Fufifting should be ob 
^.Uimd td assist vith 
'*'thii problw 

134.2 Enforce current laws 

US.O Housing designed to accoiH 
KNlate handicapped stu- 
dents. 

13S.1 Funding should. be ob 
tained to assist with 
this probloi. 

Cci»eting De^nds 

136.0' Apprehension about co^jet- 
ing with non- handicapped 
students for grides, Job 
placiMnt, etc., tspe* 
dally Mhen ptrfonnnce 1^ 
itasured by subjective 
' Mins as Wl1 IS objKtlve 
mns. 

136.1 Teachers could 
sist by helping, the han- 
dicapped to qOdfrsUnd 
that they are coMt^nfl 
only with tiMselves. 



Tiblf U • Continu((i 



BARRIERS AND ftECtMNOATimS 



SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N • 60) 

I 2 3 4 NR 



fEASIBlLin OF WlENENTATIOH 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4 5 



COtftfNTS REGARDING RATING Of SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOW • 
(Nurixrs of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
[N^ers of Rfspondents) 



BARRIERS WITHIN THE HANDICAPPED 
PERSON. THCIR FAMILIES AND OTHER 
ADVOCATES 

Hiwd1cipp«< Ptnofls: PMkil / 



Hentil/EwHontl Problws 

)37.0 PNyilcil coAdltlons «Mch 
require ticdlcitlon for con- 
trol pf piln resulting In 
poor ittendiflce 

07.1 Cjreful plmning of 
the class schedule should 
be done, so' thit the stu- 
dent cin tike idvintige 
of t|^e t1« Hhen they ire 
not tedited. 

137.2 Nike Instructors i- 
Mre of this. 

.137.3 Develop i hoM bound 
progrp. 

138.0 Lick of physlcil dexterity 
to NnlpuUte flechinlcil 
. devices 

138.1 Oivekp isslst ippiri- 
tut. 

138.2 Plice I student in i 
progm Mtire he Mill not 
hive to cope- Kith the 
problei. 

I?9.0 InidequitcmbllUy skills^ 
to cope successfuljy vlth 
rtlited trevel 

139.1 Develop assist ippiri 
tus. 

139.2 Provide Rore and bet- 
ter transit systws 

140.0 Inidequite aotor skills to 
perfdm In vocational tech- 
nical progrt^s 

140.1 Develop assist appari 
tus 



3.6 32.1 50.0 14.3 4 



7.0 35.1 45,6 12,3 ,3 



10.5 35.1 45,6 8.8 3 



14.0 31.6 38.6 15.B' 3 



37.5 37.5 18.8 0 6.3 
N ' 16 



62,5 6.3 31.3 0 0 ■ 
N • 16 

37.5 12,5 25,0 18.8 6,3 
N • 16 



18,8 18.8 50.0 6:3 6.3 
N ■ 16 , . • 

43,8 18.8 31.3.6.3 0 
N ■ 16 



25.0 25.0 37,5 6.3 6,3 
N • 16 

12.5 43.8 37.5 6,3 0 
N'16 



18.8 25,0 43,8 12.5 0 
N • 16 



37.0 



138.0 (4) 



139,0 (1) 



W0,0 (5) 

{ 



V 



13r,0 (5) 



138.0 (3) Not I problen 
If counseled properly. 



139.0 (2) 



140,0 (1) 
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140.2 Select i progrM or 
field where he tin perfor* 

141.0 Heirln9 lipelr^nts t(hlch 
Mkt $om type* o'f «H)loy- 
■tnt dingirous for the hen- 

dicippfd Indlyiduil 

■ /' . ' 

141.1 Do not put I htirlng 
I^Mired person In such 
in envlrofiefit. 

142.0 OlfflCttlty. ln toiwnlcitIng 
by «r1t1n9 diie to i dh- 
iblllly. ;, 

14M ObUla I support per- 
son on stu^t helper. 

142.2 Develop mist ippin 
tus. 

142.3 Develop other «ins o 
cflwnleitlon if mother 
iethod t| icceptible. 

■143,0 DlsMses requtrin? periodic 
hospltilltttlon Interfere 
with ittendince 

143.1 Provide progrw of 
Independent Instruction' 

143.2 Provide good counsel 
Ing lenlces. 

144.0 Lick of physical strenwh 
teech or «ork »1th you/9 
children / 

145.0 Loss of use of doilnint »n 
requires retrilning ind 
uuses the person to «ork 
slowly 

145.1 Schedufttrilning »t 
I sloMr r^e 

146.0 PhyslciV conditions which 
iRpede vocitlonil technlci 
education , 

146.1 Select I vocit ion In 
which the disability his 
' -less Impact. 



SEVERlTt OF BARRIER , 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 
(N * 60) 

1 2 3 4 NR 



10.9 30.9 41.B 16.4 5 



FEASIBILITY OF IHPlElCNTATlON 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE ■ 

1 2 3 4 5 

62.5 18.8 6.3 12.5 0 
N • 16 



COMMENTS REGARDING RATIJig)tSEV£R|TY OF BARRIERS ^ 



8.8 38.6 43.9 8.8 3 



8.8 35.1 47.4 8.8 3 



5.4 14,3-51,8 28.6 4 



3.6 26.8 53.6 16.1 4 



10.9 32.7 45.5 10.9 5 



,^ RATED TOO HIGH ,,; 
(Numbers Of Respondents)) '^llNttibers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO LOW 



141.0 (4) 



«141.0 (4) This is not 1 
«y Wic proble«"the reil 
ffpftblw is accepting the 
hearing 1n)i1red Into . 
certain technical areas. 



62.5 18.8 18.8 0 0 
N • 16 



M2.0 (3) Very severe particularly 
Lhere the handicapping condition is 
not apparent. 



142.0 (3) 



43.8 31.3 18.8 6 3 0 
N'16: 

>H<3.8 25.0 6.3 0 

56.3 31.3 12.5 0 0 

■ N ■ 16 . ■ ' ■' 



143.0 (4) 



43.8 43.8 12.5 0 0 
N ■ 16 ' 
56,3 31,3 6.3 0 6,3 
N'16 • ** 

144.0 (2) 



145.0 (5) 



I 



I 



143..0(2)' 



37.5 25,0 37.5 0 0 
N • 16 



40.0 46,7 13.3 0 0 
N • 15 



146.0 (2) 



144.0 (3) 

f 

145.0 (2) 



146.0 (2) 



BARRIERS AND REdOMMENOATIONS 



' SEVERITY OF BARRIER 
•^•RATING By' PERCENTAGE 
(N = 60) ■ 

1 /2 3 4 ^NR 



; ? 3 5 



C(>fl[NTs4efiARDIN/RA';NG OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



V 'rated t(/low 

, of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Njnbers of Respondents) 



U7.0 InadWiate comSnkhlio^ 

skilV^' ■■. , ' ' 
• i MM ^vldt. developmental 
course^ 'for students 

146,0 Difficulty In listening to 
verbal presentations and 
. taking notes siiu1(aneous1y 

148.1 Provide tape recorders 
to thise students. 

ii9.0 Conpunication problms con- 
ctrnid with receptive and 
expressive abilities 

149.1 l^rovide special 
courses for students with 
these problems. 

loO.O Coflfiunication difficulties: 
watching the interpreter, 
taking notVs and observing 
the blackboard simultan- 
eously 

150.1 Provide special 
courses for students with 
these problems. 

15().2 Educators need to un 
. deritaijd that these per- 
soiTs are not in the class 
f on grades, bot to learn 
whai they can. 

150.3 Pwrrte special 
teachers and small classes 

151.0 Difficulty in paying atten- 
' tion, 

151.1 Instructor should 
talk slower and to the 

point. 

152.0 Cariovascular conditions 
which produce insufficient 
blood supplies to the brain 
causing poor memory, poor 
concentration and blurred 
vision. 



9.3 31.5 46.3 13.0 6 



8.9 37.5 4G.4 M 4 



4/.0 (6) There is a need for more 
interpreters and Uudent assistants 



14.3 28.6-44.6 12.5 4 



16.135.7 37.^0,7 I 



12.5 12.^.3.6 21.4 4 



10,7 28,6 37,5 23.2 4 



64,3 21. 4-- 7. 
N ■ 14 



.'3.3 26.7 J 
N ' 15 



2!). 3 26.7 46.7 6. 
N • 15 



.48.0 (6) There is 'a nee'd for funds 
for interpreters, student assistants 
and tape recorders, 



49.0 (6) The student will continue 
to fail if not recognized and reins- 
died. 



47.0 (3) [as iV remedied 
through -special classes.* 



48,0 13) 



49,0 (1) 



50.0 (6) There is a need to have 
,iix)re support services and better 
material for the deaf. 



50.0 ID 



6 3 18.8'37.5 18. 8 18,8 
N - 16 

6.3 31,3 18 3 25,0 J8.'3 
N ■ 16 



31.3 18,8 31,3 6,3 12.5 
N ■ 16 



6.3 31.3 25.0 18.8 18. 
fl • 16 



151.0 (5) Mental and emotional states 
plus effects of constant pain inter 
fere s'ignificanlly withjearning. 



51,0 (4) 



152.0 (1) 



152,0 (2) 
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BARPIERS AND REC0MHIH"DATI0M.S 



SEVERITy OF BARRIER ' 
RATING By PfRCENTAGE • 
(N . 60) 

1 2 3 :4 NR' 



FEA^.:2lLlTy OF INPLEHENTATION' 
5;:iNG fly. PERCENTAGE 

] l 3 4 5 



COi^ENTS h'm\H(> RATING OF SEVERITY Of liARf||[RS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(Numbers of Respondents] 



RATED, TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



15-2. I Try to allevUtfc these 
before trilning b«<]ifls. 

!fs3.0 Physical conditions which 
' require dedication for con- 
trol of piin result In 
dulled Mntal faculties. , 

i 

• 1S3.) Schedule classes ^or 
limes of optiiiun .func- 
tioning. . " 

153.2 Provide howebound pro- 
grams and support per^ 
sonnel. 

7 

153.3 Nike nurses available 
on ciipus. 

154.0 Inability to accept the 
discipline and presitire ' 
associated mWh lectK^ical 
prOQrams. • i- 

154 J Provide readily avail' 
able counseling, to ease 
trustration. 

155.0 LaclKOf ability to.'adherl? 
to stringent im s.ct^edules 

155.1 Select a type of 
training which will allovr 
ftfr this. 

" 155.2 Allow for more flexi- 
bility in schedules. 

156.0 Inability to concentrate on 
the lecture when verbal nw- 
terial is being presented. 

156.1 Provide special coach- 
ing on listening techni- 
ques. 

156.2 Provide supoort per- 
sonnel (note takers) 
tutors 



16,1 23.2 42J i:.9 4 



10.9 25.5 49.1.14.5 5 



12.5 17.9 53.6 15.1 4 



10.9 2r.8 49 1 18.2 5 



\ 



3!;3 31,3 31,3 6,3 0 
ir. 16 



153,0 '2) 



■ 2:.: 56,3 12,5 0 6.3 ' 
■;(,. 16 

2-;.:. 31, ;3 43.8 o o 

"i . 16 

'I-..: 33.3 26.7 13'.3 6.7 
N . 15 



1: a 62.5 6.3 6.3 6.3 
N V 1-6 



Vc a 50.0 18.8 12 5 0 
N ^ T6 

U.I37 5 31312.5 6.3 



31,3 43, B IE. 8 6.3 0 
N ' 16 

16,7 33.3 13.3' 6.7 0 
N . 15 



154,0 15) This is more severe for 
somi disibl ing conditions. 



155,0 (2) 



156.0 



153,0 (?) 



c 



154.0 (2! 



155.0 (3) Adjustments can 
be developed to correct 
this siti/ation. ' 



156,0 (3) 



■ \ 



/ 



BARRIERS AND RECWtNUAUONS 



SEVERITY OF. BARRIER 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

(N = 60) 

1 2 3 NR 



FEASIBILITY OF IWPLEHEMTATION 
^T:NG by PERCENTAGE 

1 2 3 4 !)' 



COWENTS REGARDING RATP.G OF.SEVJRPv OF ttARRlERS 



RATED TOO LOW 
(flmtibers of Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
;'^umt)ers of RespondeDts) 



157.0 LKk or etnotional stability 



10.7 30.4 42.9 Ifi.l 4 



. 157.1 Provide reguUr coun' 
sellng. 

158.0 Inability to adapt to the 
discipline of the clossroon 
due to inental tUness 

158.1 Provide '-egular coun- 
seling. 

159,0 Slowed responses and poor 
concentration caused by 
■ wed i cat ion taken for mental, 
tllness which often results 
in Insulation from reality. 

159.1 Obtain medical advice 

Handicapped persons: lack of * 
ICnowle djf 

160.0 Inability to handle post- 
" secondary acadetnics 



160.1 Provide remedial edu- 
cation and/or special 
tutors: 

160.2 Do not provide for 
social proflction 

161.0 Inadequate developinent 6f 
basic* skill level 

161.1 Provide special tu- 
tors an3/or remedial edu 
cation. " ' ^ 

16.1.2 Increase emphasis on 
public school career edu 
cation and vocational 
proqrani development and 
opportunities " ^ parti- 
cipation by hjMti capped 
studenf , 



1 2.7 36 4 10.9 20.0 5 



14,5 34.5'32.7 18.2 5 



14.5 27.3 40.0 13.2 5 



18 ? 40 0 30-9 10 9 5 



37.5 50.0 12 5 0 0 
= .16 



50i 18.8 12.5 12:5 6 3 



31.3 31.3 25.0 0 1 2.5 
'.'16 ' 



33.3 46.7 13.3 6 7 0 
r- 15 , 

53.8 15.4 15.4 0 15.4 
'I ' 13 



40.0 40.0 20.0 0 0 
N ' 15 

i6 2 46.2 7.7 0 0 

N = 13 



157.0 (4) May be caused oy faibre 
to accept limitations or disability 
and fesult^'in starting many tra'^- 
ing programs but finhhing none . 
ygry comnon problem among veterans 
with various disabilities. 



15;. 0 (3) 



)\ten 



158. G (3) Mental illness dopsn t tie 
long in college. 



159^0 (3) Some clients nay rtot oe 
ready for college and shouldn't be 
there as the problem is severe 



158.0 (4> Human develop- 
H'tent courses can correct 
tnis situation. 



159.0 (4) 



160 0 (6) Setter seconjjary schooling 
Is needed , Post-secondary academics 
are not thd appropriate channel for 
the student. 



IbO.D (4) 



161.0 (5) 



161.0 (3l 



EKLC 



SEVERITY Of BARRIER 
RATING By PERCENTAGE 

(N '601 ; . 

]' 2 3^4, NR 



FEASIBlLlTy Of INP- 
RATING By PEPC-'.'i;- , 



COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF 5[V[RIiy OF BARRIIrS 



. , RATED TOO LOW 
(HuffUjervof^ Respondents) 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Nyjfibers of RespondffltO^ 



162.0 



163.0 



164.0 



165. 



tna;;;]t/ tO cope -Ub coiii- 

i<n::en nate^'-al, 
cna^- and graphs 

l?2.' CondjCt a (r.ore care- 
e^aljat'ion before se- 
lecting tne training pro- 
gr^n. 

162. 1 Individualize instruc 
tion. 

Lack of understanding of 
tecnn'cal vocabulary on 
wmci concepts are Duilt. 

163/ Develop reading (sub- 
ject oriented) classes. 

163.2 Have ^aculty'staff 
prepare necessary mater- 

iV'S- 

Failure tc realisttcallv 
assess lifriuations and po- 
tent uls 

164.1 Provide more compre- 
hensive counsel ^ . 

IfVi Pr^Vide real iiy coun^ 
...sel/ng 

164.3 Students should ce en 
cogragjed to overcome linii 
tations--they have poten- 
tials they are not a^iare*: 
of. 

A lack of perception and 
knowledge of ever/day sur- 
roundings due to hving in 
a shitllered environment. 

165.1 Provide initial onen 
tatic^ sessions prior to 
Ctpwfxy college enroll- 
(iientr M 

165.2 Di) not give more as- 
sistance than is absolute- 
ly required. Force handi 
capoed to ^^ork to his/her 
maximufn potential. 



ERLC 



29,5 44.4 14.8 6 



9.3 24.1 50,0 16,7 6 



IJ 0 35.8 41.5 5.7 7 



14.5 41,8 40.0 ],b 



6^ 5 37,5 C 
'I = 16 



25,0 18,3 50,'3 6. 
(J = 16 



7 3.3 20,0 6,7 
fl -■ 15 

66,7 33 3 0 • 
N = 15 

33,3 46.7 1 3 3 .6 



16 



62.0 (2) 



62.0 (5) 



26.7 46,7 20.i 6/ 
N = 15 

26.7 33,3 33,3 6 " 
N = 15 



if 



'87,5 6 3 6, 
,N ' 16 



25 0 25 0 31 ] 1? - 



(I 



'63.0 [1] (For deaf). Usually the 
deaf have* very limited vocabulary;'' 



163.0 (S) 



1 



;64.G (5) There, is a need for more 
SDecialued counseling. 



164.0(4) ^ 



0 



!65 0 ']] there is a need to make 
jse of the adult performance Jevel 
croqran (APL), 



165^1(3) 



sEVERny or barrier 
,^TiNG By mami 

^(N • ,60) 

1 2 .*3 ''4 NR 




166.0 iwDinty W transfer learn 
iny-to application in order 
• , perform in vocational 
• * tknMcal programs. 

166.1 (>ro»iae for controUec 
exposure to the "outside 
world". '■^ . 

'l67.0 of knSiiledge of slang 
terms oy deaf siu<l?nts. i 

,167'. 1 Special instru.ctlon 
should, be provided that 
Kill helo student adapt. 

168.0 lnade<iuate knowledjie of 
.. lifjjjsktlls 

156;V?rovide counsel i^j^ 

168.2 InvoWe the student's 
family. ' 

169,0 Inability to develip feas- 
ible QOals 



169.1 Provide reality coun^ 
seHoq.' ^ . 

Handicapped Persons: Behavioral 
Barriers ^ 

170.0 Poor home ijf institutional' 
triininq'for students m 
areas of initiative, tact, 
and sharing of responsibi- 

litr 

1?0.1 Provide adequate coun 
selinq. • 

171.0 Inadequate knowledge of so 
clal behavior, and appro- 
priate (beftjvioral) skills 
to perform on i job 

Vl.I Group counsel inq and 
teaching. 



11, B 7.8 5f|9o23.5 9 

n 

10.9 30,9 4/ 3 10.9 ,,5 

I 



FEASIBlLlTr Of IMPlEHS^TATION 
RATING e^PEfiCENTAGE 



31.3 43,8 U.i 1W 

38.5 38.^^5 4 ;,7 0 
N 13 t 



If 

50.o|r0 25,O 0 J, 

0; N '. IB , ^ 

31,3 3/*5 31 3'-«C 0 



"ESARilG RATING OF SEVERI^ OF BARRIERS 



RATEIkTOO'LOil 



, (Numbers of Respondents) 



167. M3) 



y-O 42,6 38.9 S.6 6 

4ilk 



10 9 41,8-38 2 9.1 5 



50,0 37:5 12 5 
= 16 sS' 



168.0 (5) The handicapped (as well 
as al> stud,ents) have a need for 

life long fiving'sliills. ' 

id 



15J.0 (3) Many training faMu^s are 
duijtoj5el«ctifig inappropriate ob 
jec^^s, 



37 5 43 8 l^li'6 3 ' 0 
.N 16 ^, 



170$ (5) The*5tudent is not pre- 
par« for dail/Jiviiig nwch less 
academic demanfe* if he does not have 
th^backg^nd. 

171,0 (5) The^udent if not pre 
parecli.for daily liv.ing much less 
acadSic demands -if he does wt have 
this Background, i 



56,3 31 1,12.5 ' V. 0. 



("1 



RATED TOO HIGH' 
(Numbers of Respondents) 



66.0 (4) 



67.0 (61 Not iraportant. 



51 

68.0 (5) 
» It 



69 .« (4) 



••21. 



70.0 (3) 



171,0 (4) 



ERIC 



1^ 



BARRItRS AND RECOMiNOATIONS 



SEyiRi:^ Of BAHRIER 
^AVjil 3v PERCENTAGE ' 



FEASlBILlTy OF IMPLEMENTATION 
RATING BY PERCENTAGE 

12 3 4; 



lOMMENTS REGARDING RATING Or SEVERITY OF BARRllRS 



n RATED TOO LOW 
;'*jnbers of Respondents) 



RATEC ^00 HIGH 
(Numbers Respondents) 



1/2.0 



171.2'EsUbli$n top priori- 
ties for rehafell ttfltion 
services to provide on-v 
floing Support for handi- 
capped students jn early 
years of train^nj and joD 
experience. 

Inabilj?^ to adj'js; towrds^ 
the li'f( style ^n a colleje^ 
setting. 



1^3.0 Behavior problens due to 



^6,4 12.7 5 



(nenta^jOr emotaional impair 
inentsihich disrupt classes 
artd keep the student from 
learning. 

V],] These should be re- 
solved or mifr'ifTiwed before 
traifyq beg^^o, 

. 1/3.? Provide beiino^di 
> therapv. 

74.0 Inability to maiage De'sona) 
affairs in orde^ to concen- 
trate on learnin5 experience 

174 I Provide 0j3^>^!unUy tC 
develop Ski^': *.'>rou^r, 
counseling ^ 

Ldcit of interha i r lentation 



17b. 



Attitjides anc ^eelmgs 

Poor seK concer*. , loWjifrj*.- 
■•tratiOn level , fri^Mng the 
dCa'dWic environment iriore.. 

d.ifficult tt)an \: actual Ty 

^■ 

IS 

^6 1 'Develop orogr^fTined ■ 
short terni goa-; ani pos^^ 
■ tive ^eedbaci^^ 

port aj^'.tens.,/ r fidnlr.a?- 
;)ed stddeni', ^ v ^^ 
tings 



30 



•I 



37.5 43.8 ie,3 
H Ifc 



1 



25.0 43.8 ?^.C 6 3 C 




46.7 33,3 n 3/6 7') 



N ^ 16 



6 4 



72 : 7; 'here i^s a need to WHor 
ate tnese problems to admission in 
regjld'' programs. 

173 0 ,3; Student shoiild not be m 
college'^jntil he has acquired solis 
for daffly living, or has been through 
a counseling program to learn strate' 
gies fc* solving specific problems. 



74 ' .^fe long living shlU 
are essent^a^ 



75,0 '3; Essential for severely dis 
abled 'especially) and needed by to-, 
ta' popjlatior 



i'^ ^ Severely handicapped need 
Mt afl/j^tnent factor Achievmc a 
lO'ii^.ive '^e'l^ concept u freque'^lJv 
1i:iCus'.e^.an(i spldom accomplished 



^3.0.(3; 



174,0 (4^ 



WS.O (4) 



176 C (3) 



SEVERITy OF. BARRIER 
RATING PERCENTAGE 
(N = 60) 

12 3 4 ',NR' 



, 1/v J Provide more one on 
ore counseling dnd in- ^ 
•trjct^on. ^ 

^7.0 Poor sel'' iwqe leadinq^"^ 

dbiiity tnf'ctJefct/itJdent ■ 
cannot cof pete wfth t)tfien 
or get a* jofc even if'ifie ' 
^5 fj'nuhes y;a1n>ng. 

' Prov>^ special coun- 

".eling/ass.utance. 

177 I Have students coflie 
:dck to school and taU 
to the disability student 
;?t Jthwi tell others wji^t 
to expect, 

17B O^^Poor sel^ concept in the* 
area of interpersofwl rela- 
tions ^ 
M'h.] Provide group coun- 

178.2 Provide opportunUies 
for social interaction 

]7c,3 Establish needed sup- 
port s/steffls for handi- 
capped students m all 
sjttinqs. 

179,0 Overly independent attitude 
; i^e. , the student refuses 
all help and aids. 

' I7i.l Provide therapy for 
[ie student. 

TBtnl ifie use of a disability as 
an wcuse for failure or de 
fnand/or special treatnient 
"tne world owes ine a 1 iv- 
in^" attitude ' 

^ISO.l Provide lonq-terl 
therapy 

1)',; 2 Oo not give twre as- 
^''sistance than is re- 
quired* force the student 
to work 'to his/her man- 
'um potential 



20.4 42 6 3S.2 1'.9,;'6, 



. V ■ 



CO 



42 6 44.4 1,9 6 



FEASIBILITY Of IKPM?VA::'jI, 
RATi;iG Blf PERC[';'Ar.E 

-I • } \ ' . ' ''y . 

. ? i i I . ■! : ■ 



7 1 t 1 ■ 



% 52 .'O' ^1.4, 14.3 



s 



59.3 22.2 6 



U.O 27.8 44,4 14,8 6 



**0, 0 35.714,3 C 
fl » 14 

37.5 43.8 1 2.5 6'. 
N ■ 16 



60 0 26,7 13.3 : : 
N ■ 15 

53.3 26.7 20,0 '/ j 
N = 15 

40,0 26,7 20.0 6.7 t 7 
U • 15 




7 r 



n ■• 14 



^1 3 31,3 1 2 5 i 3 1.?, 'n 
N = 16 

2L 0 46 / 13 3 13 J n 
N = 15 



COItlENTS REGARDING RATIHG /IRlTr OF BARRIERS 





RATEB TOO LOW; 
(Numbers of.RespiSndehts) 



1H,0 (5) 



178.0 (4) 



179,0 (1) 



180.0 (5) Especially comnon anong. , 
Vietnam .veterans, Student needs to 
be in control of self and feelings 



RATED TOO HIGfl 
'Numbers of Respondents) 



77,0,(3) 



178.0 (3) 



179.0 (4) 



3.0 (3) 



ERIC 



•j 



,4' ' 



»^ ■ • r — — ^ 


, 


- . . - ' * — 






BARRIERS AND MtlWi.r^U'i' I'J'o 


Sf'/FRITY OF BARRIER 


F[As:e;Lry op impl[h[hiat!on 


COWENTS REGARDING f^t'l.G Or SEVERITY 0^ BARRIERS 


RATI'lG BY PERCENlAGf 


r'a:ing By pirci'iiage 












4 


ii • t)Ul 




RATED TOO LOK 


RAiED TOO HIGH 


1' 


1 2 3 4 -NR 


' 1 2 3.4 S 


(Numbers of Respondent'. 


(Numbers of ResDondentsl 


181.0 Persowl Tee^mc)', "of made* 


1 3.2 39 6 11.5 5.7 7 




1 D 1 A f C 1 


101,1 \ J / 


quacy and lack of s^lf ip^or^.h 






, ft^ ■ 


.r ^^ 


131.) P.yy>vide ccjn'.eling in 




<6.'i3,3 0 J C 




groups 




N ^ b 






' 1&1,2 Provide proqrd(T<ned 


* .* 


2o.c 21.4 U,3 ^ 






l*arninq^experi»>nces 










]RI 3 F^tAhllsh needed suo- 




26.^ 60.0 6.7 0 0 ' 






Dort s/stewis for handicat^ 






• 




ped students in all set- 










'■ tinqs, ^ 










182.0 Belief that one I'i being 


i 6 13.3 51.9 9.3 • 6 ' 




.1&2,0 (31 


82.0(4^ 


. discriminated oga msl due 


< 








to the handicap 


i ■ 








182. 1 Provide counseling 

'3 




40. T 53.3 6.7 0 0 








N = n 






183,0 Lack of iggression in de- 


11 1 31 5 W.g IB.i 6 




183,0 (5) 


183.0 (3) 


manding appropriate instruc- 








•I- 


tion 










183, 1 Provide group coun- 




]] ] 6.7 C 0 






^ seling. 






184.0 (8) This i^specially 




Ifl4 fj 'Anjtietv caused Dv a lifnite^ 


!V' ?8 3 49.1 ^5 7 




184.0 (2) 


educational background ^ 






ftir rHired military. 
^* 




pcrsony who have not at- 








tended school for many /ears 






/ 

1 




1A4 1 R^oin trainino at d 




53,] 26.7 13.3 6 7 * 0 


I . . 




slow rate to insure sue- 




•J- ' 1 5 ■ ■ 






cess and provide psycholoT 










gical support. 










185.0 Fear that a fiandicap will ^^e 
detrimental in effiployirent 
* which required short ten^i 

rf\t\f krf with fhp niihlu 

amole* ^alesl vpfius a lone 
" term, sustained relationship 


9 6 19.2^51.9 19,2 S 




185.0 (Jl 

•4 


185.0 (3) Personal bar- 
riers must be renioved by 
the individual, not soc- 
iety. Very individual- 
some handicapped indivi- 
juals 1 Ike public contact. 


with fewer people / 






<> 




186.0 Lack of self esteem^lnd a 


]i ] 11 S 42 f) 7.4 6 




186,0 (8) 


186.0 (3) 


posjttve "can do/wiH lo" 








attitude 




• n 






186. 1 Provide special coun- 




M r/35.V 7.1/1 0 






selinq and Mssi stance 




k p 






lo/.iJiac* ot self ass'jrance ana 






137 0 (8) N'eed the knowledge rhpy 


IB7.0 (3) 


as\ertiveness 




are not competing wtth.^anyone eUe ' 

r 





i 



ERIC 



at, 



mm OF BARRIER 
RATING &y PERCENTAGE 
(N = 60) 

1 2 3( 4 N 



FEA^lBlLi:^ OF IHPlEMENTA^ON 
^A^ING PERCENTAGE 



2 J 4 5 



COMHENTS REGARDING RATJHG^F SErtRltr ()f BARRIERS 



rated' TOndW-' 
(N(j(nbers ofslesponderrts). 



RA;E0" TOO -HIGH 
(teb.e'-s of -Reip 



Icl/. t f^ro/Me spec Ml coun- 
selir-j and iss)<^tdnce 

Iflfr.O LOSS of nearin-j »<nicn is of 
ten *ac^.of"b^nied paranoid 
bena^io^ and/br withdrawal 
resul^nq in little or no 
cUssrootr parluiDation ind 
poor J t tendance 

136.1 Provide special coun- 
seling anii assistance 

189.0 Inability to compete on all 
levels -itno'jt special as* 
sistance in order to over- 
come feelings of Inadequacy 
and tne ettiotion^l problenis 
and f'"jstratlons tiftt their 
'.pec Ml ?''0bl^s lluse 

190.0 FaiTiIy fnembers who provide* 
niore assistance tnan is 
ne^ed for self irfiprovenient 



190. 1 Administrators and in- 
stridors can work with 
families to ove^ofrie 
these barriers. 

190.2 Provide counseling 
and education for the 
f dirtily 

191.0 Lack of support and encour- 
agenient from the faimly 

191. 1 Provide family coun- 
seling 

191.2 Separate the student 
from the family 

192.0 A home environment which 
^ discourages or destroy, iti- 
Interest or mitiatwp nn the 
part of the/itudent 



1 3.5 26.9 42.3 17J 8 



,S 26.9 W,0 11.5 B 



U.i 37.0 35.2 1 3.0 6 



17 0 22,6 '7 2 13 ? / 



23.1 28.8 4p.4 1.1 8 



5:.0 42.5 7.1 0 0 



5^ ) 35 7 7.1 7. 
\ 14 



:,] 50.0 21.4 21 4 
N = 14 



16.7 13.3 33.3 16.7 0 
N -- 12 



\ 



2fe ?8 6 7 1 0 
H = 14 

; 7 30.8 15,4 30,8 
N - 1] 



3.0 (4) 



I83/j,(6i 



189.0 '(4) 



1'89:0 [3;^ 



190.0 (4) There is* a lack of know- 
ledge in overprotSction. Student 
needs. self reliance wbjch Qn be 
gained through rational behavior 
traimng^and'assertiveriess to deal 
with bver-beari/ig parentst^ 



lec.O !3) 



191.0 (3) i 



192.0, (7) tah;^e5Qur^es' Agency, 
TD«H-MR,Coim^i^^^^^^^ Still do 
,'not ^i^^jfmWi^^ importance of sup- 
port infl^^ffaijly with other assis- 
tance other thin welfare, mojiey. ' 



191.0 (4) ^' '1 



\ 

192 (fl" 



ft .iAPBii'. kUjj ftCOWENOATIONS' 
'"'4 f u 



SfVE^lM OF SAflRlJP- 
WTlNG By PERCENT'AGt • 
^(N ='60) 



'?[A:;3ILITY Of !HPL[M[NTAilON 
m% BY PERCENTAGE 

1 '2 3 4 5 



'mmS ?.EW^3;NG rating of SEVER■IJ^GFi(5^|5kR*S; ' 



^ RATED 100 LOW 
(Numbers, of Respondent^ 




' \o a .^iappof t , env fronin^nt 



/J "tp myths anfli^i S(onceptit)n,5 
* ;'of karidvcippfrig conUitrons 

' \,193.1 Provide V.fiwtiil/ 

; cijunsiUng . ' 
' • •. ■ . ^ ■ ■'■ 
194..d Uck:of «K)tional suppcirt.r 

from significaht "otWs" 

In socia) life^cif' the.^r^ 

' dicappedi ).e!,..f\«;d kr^ \ 

^ sust4ined encoui-iqwlent , 

\%J Use pt halfway l»Qu^e4 

■ ■ ' V " 

\^.2 ^ovide wuriselinj W 
^ i reguljrlfjcheduliri., 



20.8?S. 3 39';6 1.1.3:. 



?8 yw 28, 6 0 



■lM.40.'4'3tr,^ 8 



193.0. 



;|l93 0'(?; 'tere ^lo'ald be reqiiired 
courses for DJr^nts, ■.Well, -meaning 
over protection results fro{(i lack 
of knowledge 

, ■ ,„■ ^ 

194,0 (2;'Cn. going support should. ^ej^jil^tl' !3i , 1 
provided d/ rehabilrtatiotf counse-,. 
lors' and peer counselors on Ifie cam- 



35,'?i^5,/'^^?8,6 ■ 0 )- 



V 



1^ 



( .7 



0 Some disdbfed Deople alW v 
have disabled spouses whfc^i 
put an.addHiona\l burden qh 
:-Ji#^person. " * ' 

Barri bf ^. »1tMn Advocates for -, 
Han® 



•Persons ' ■ ' ' 

Latolr of.'public, adwinlstra- 
' tlve; unA parental ^O^'port 
to encourage haiflificapped 
perions to' attend- technical 
proqr««'/ 

196.1 Offer a course in ' 
COfldary.and ^ost-Secon. 



/■'5:5'20.0 45:5,29;i- 5 



195. 




l%.0j5) Thii^is a big key and i " 196,0'(2) 
niijor barrier-'publicUy and legis-^' 
lation H needed, # cpeii door ^ 
must be'i'imj'^ »(idei^>d the welcei|ij|;i>>, 
mat put down ' 



,v)'iliry schools ;for credit) / 
■'■ '■ on th« subject of "Accep- / 
tance of afid Vic.lory Overl^' 
Handicaps",. Let all in- 
terisied stud'fnts ' take .' 
• the cdurje. ,. 

196.2 Provfd? for fjmiVy 
Inyolyement.-and training. 



■A. 



';ap;o\]3j.Vo o',6. 
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umiK AND K'miMJm, 



SE^RITY OF BARRIER 
RATING By PERCENTAGE 

(N ' 50) v., 

I 2 3 4 NR<^ 



FEASIBlLlI^ OF IHPlI'^ 
RATING BY PEPCE'/ 

12 1^ 



COMMENTS REGARDING PAM'iG OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS 



RATED TOO LOy 
(Numbers of Respondent^/ 



RATED TOO HIGH 
(Numbers of Respondents 



15/. 0 Inadequate assistance 
*. >jpport w^tch results In ■ 
fear of entering t^e world 
of trainim and the worlj 
of »K)rk. 

197.1 Provide wotional sup- 
port through counseling 
and other students. 

/ • 197.2 Establish top prion, 
ties for rehabilitation 
services ip provyle sup- 
port for handicapped stu- 
dents in early years of 
training and Job exper- 
ience. 

19e.O Goals which are established 
by peers and society rather 
than the individual 

' 198.1 Provide student di- 
^ rected counseling 

. 198.2 Public and private 
agencies .should inake ^re 
effort to educate the 
general public. 



12 3 47.4 36,8 3.5 3 



27.6.27.6 37.9 6.9 2 



37 5 SCO 12.5 
N = 16 



28.6 3S 7 3^ 

N H4 . 




53.3 i3.3 13.3 
N ' 15 

62.5 37.5 0 
N = 8 



197.0 (2)*Th1s isa realist^: ^ea^ 
which can be eliminated throjgh 
counseling and Hunan OeveloDf^-ent 
courses. 



198.0 (7f feers have an unusua! in- 
fluence on an individual's lecision- 
makinq for life, r 



9 



197.0 (2) 



198.0 (1) 
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